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CHAPTER 1

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Background

Introduction

i After a 1981 assessment of the defense acquisition
process, Assistant Secretary of Defense Dr. Frank C. Carlucci
issued a memorandum outlining changes that the Secretary of
Defense intended to implement to improve the acquisition
process. He affirmed eight major achuisition management

i principles as the basis for the recommended changes. One

' of the eight principles as stated was:

. improved readiness is a primary objective of the

; acquisition process of comparable importance to

;? reduced cost or reduced acquisition time. Resources

j to achieve readiness will receive the same emphasis

as those required to achieve schedule or performance
objectives., Include from the start of weapon system
programs designed-in reliability, maintainability,

; and support [9:1].

i It has been recognized for some time that the integra-

[ ' tion of logistics elements into the overall acquisition pro-

cess is desirable, as evidenced by the amount of documentation

concerning Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) and some of the

tools designed to assist the ILS effort (such as Life-Cycle

(LCC) Cost models and Logistics Support Analysis (LSA)).
Thus, the idea of including logistics concerns in the design

of a weapon system is not new. If the concept of ILS is, in




fact, accepted as an important part of the design of weapons
systems, what are the barriers that prevent ILS from operating
efficiently?

The Acquisition Improvement Task Force, formed by the
Services to respond tc the Carlucci initiatives, found that des-
pite the amount of emphasis surrou:ling such concepts as ILS,
LSA, and LCC, support considerations remain subject to a lack

of management priority by the acquisition community. The

Task Force stutes:

The perception at all levels in the acquisition
community is that there has not been a substantial
shift in traditional priorities. As a result, pro-
grams continue to be structured to give top priori-
! ties to cost, schedule, and performance objectives;

support and readiness considerations are left to be
accommodated within these program constraints [21:
’ 9-21.

Ehids S i

In an effort to introduce balance among these objec-

; tives, Dr. Carlucci directed the Services to establish what-

ever guidelines necessary to insure that support and readiness
considerations are given the appropriate priority during i
design. However, to establish support considerations on an
equal footing with cost, schedule, and performance criteria,
the services must identify, and then remove or reduce the j
major barriers to effectively implementing ILS. Success in

removing any such barriers is dependent upon first achieving g

gsgreement among those involved in the acquisition process as ©H

to what the barriers are. Because of the different perspec-

tives and sometimes divergent goals of the two major

participants in the aeronautical system acquisition process
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(Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD) of the Air Force Systems
Command “AFSC) and Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division
(AFALD) of the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC)), agreement

on the barriers &nd their impacts cannot be assured.

Research Problem

There has been no empirical research attempting to
determine whether the two major participants in the aeronauti-
cal system acquisition process (ASD and AFALD) perceive the
same factors as being the significant barriers to the effec-
tive implementation of ILS. Resecarch is necessary to
accurately identify those mutually agreed-upon barriers as a
first step in removing them, and also note those where the
perceptions of the participants differ. Without a common
understanding of the sources of the problems in fully imple-
menting ILS in the acquisition process, acstions to remove or
reduce a perceived barrier for one organization may serve to
impose new barriers or increase the effects of existing bar-
riers from the point of view of the other organization.

The researchers assumed that the concern over support-
ability issues exhibited by the Secretary of Defense is
sufficient cause to judge that ILS is not being implemented
as effectively as desired. It is not the purpose of this

paper to demonstrate "failings'" of ILS.

Historical Perspective

A brief examination of the history of weapon system
acquisition in the air Force will help illustrate the

3

- e N I . R ."-'.v- -

o M e e o i e, T s e o et e Ch i § it B el 2 Sk i A s SRR 5 s b otk Sl




development of the two different perspectives of acquisition
management presumed to exist for the purposes of this research.
Following WWII, the United States military experieanced a typi- é

cal post-war demobilization and the "tight" budget that went

along with it. The lack of military money created a situation

where the available funds could barely support the forces-in-

being, and most long-term research and development (R§D) was

PR

heavily restricted. The period was also characterized by
questions about which organization s..ould control R§D func- i
tions (6:8). By the late 1940's the aerospace scientific %
community voiced strong concern that the lack of adequate i
r resources and management for long-term R§D would spell
disaster for the future defense of the nation (29:3-4).

The findings of two separate Air Force committees (the

Ridenour and Anderscn Committees) supported the scientists'

————— . = .

concerns. The committees urged that more resources be devoted
to Air Force-directed research, and recommended creation of a
research and development organization whose goals would be

the development of superior weapon systems through long-term
projects. Following the committees' recommendations, the i

Defense Department formed the Air Research and Development

Command (ARDC) in 1951 and gave the new command primary res-

ponsibility for research, development, and engineering of

new weapon systems, along with ¢<cntrol of funds adequate to
do the job (29:4). Thus, the logistics managers (Air
Material Command), though retaining control of most of the
menies, now had to share thei- authority over the acquisition

4
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process with the new command. The ARDC controlled projects
through development and the AMC took over when production
began. Joint project offices composed of personnel from both
commands managed the system acquisition, and the resulting
condition of divided authority was a constant problem. The
complexity of weapon systems had increased so much that

", . . no clear break-point between development and production
was evident [6:7-8]." Exactly who was responsible for which
action was open to constant interpretation and debate when
problems arose or a decision had to be made.

The Air Force acquisition process continued to experi-
ence growing pairs through the 1950's. Then towards the end
of the decade, more emphasis was placed on R§D primarily be-
cause or the rapid technological expansion brought about by
the Soviet launch of Sputnik. Consequently, the logistics
community's control over acquisition of systems eroded
further. 1In 1961 Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara ordered
the creation of the Air Force Systems Command, which would
control the development process up through the point that the
system entered the operaticnal inventory. Assigning the
responsibility for the entire acquisitior process under one
command had been recommended more than once throughout the
evolution of the process as a more effective way of menaging
ané controlling weapon system acquisition. However, Mr.
McNamara did not attempt to assimilate the logistics commu-
nity's concerns into the acquisition process. Thus the

logisticians were now effectively out of the picture until




t the system was fielded, and the differences between the two

commands grew even wider.

| Developments during the last decade, such as the crea-

Py

tion of AFALD, and more recently, Dr. Carlucci's initiatives

s vt 3

to improve readiness and supportability, may indicate a shift

toward more effective integration of these two viewponints in j
: - an attempt to improve the acquisition prorcess. Currently, i}
the organizational structure of the acquisition system is in i ?
the midst of another significant change (specifically, the

new Deputy Chief of Staff for Acquisition Logistics (DCS/AL)

at HQ AFSC) that seems to be attempting to assimilate the
logistics concerns more completely into the process (23:1).

The two different perspectives of the acquisition pro-

cess exist today because of the particular circumstances
involved in the evolution of Air Force weapon system acquisi-

tion management. No evaluation of the acquisition process

e i1t P

and its problems would be complete without analyzing the ?
effects of these two distinct viewpoints. The two different
pcrspectives embodied in the development community and the
logistics community can logically be extended to the action
agencies in the acquisition process, as the next chapter will
explain. The potentially different perceptions of the bar-
riers to fully implementing ILS (and supportability) form

the argument around which the research objectives were |

developed.
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Research Objectives

The objective of this research is two-fold.
1. First, it is to investigate the significance of

selected barriers to fully implementing IL5 in aeronautical

systems acquisition as perceived by two primary agents in
the acquisition process: program (or project) managers with- ]
in the Aeronautical Systems Division of AFSC, and ILS managers
within the Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division of AFLC.

To accomplish this objective, the researchers established

three subordinate objectives to:
A, Determine if each of the selectad barriers is !
perceived as having equal significance by ASD program
or project managers, and AFALD ILS managers or special-
ists (perceptions between Divisions).

B. Determire if each of the selected barriers is

- - -
e R i

perceived as having equal significance by program

managers at the program office management organizational

level in ASD, and subordinate level program/project
managers in ASD (perceptions within the ASD).

C. Determine if each of the selected barriers is
perceived as having equal significance by logistics

' managers at the program management organizational level

eSTiar L. L

of responsibility in the AFALD, and subordinate level

logistics managers in the AFALD (perceptions within

the AFALD).




2. A seconé objective is to determine the relative signi-
ficance (rank-order) of the selected barriers to fully imple-
menting ILS in aeronautical systems acquisition as perceived

by ASD program and project managers and to compare them to

the relative significance attached by logistics managers in .

the AFALD.

Research Hypotheses B

1. The perceptions of the significance of selected barriers

to fully implementing ILS in aeronautical systems acquisition

differ between ASD program/project managers and AFALD logis-
tics managers (supports Research Objective 1-A).

2. The perceptions of the significance of the selected
barriers to fully implementing ILS in aeronautical systems

acquisition are uniform between organizational levels within ;

the ASDI (supports Research Objective 1-B). P

3. The perceptions of the significance of the selected

barriers to fully implementing ILS in aeronautical systems
P acquisition are uniform between organizational levels within

the AFALD (csupports Research Objective 1-C).

Research Question

What is the rank-crder of the significance of the
selected barriers to ILS as rated by the ASD managers and as .

rated by the AFALD managers, and how do they compare {supports

Research Objective 2)?

8
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The System Program Office

Possible perceptual differences between acquisition
and logistics management personnel could have developed from
the changing roles and responsibilities of the logistics commu-
nity in the years following WWII. This chapter describes the
system program office (SP0O) as the entity in which system
acquisition is carried out, and extends the differences in
perspective to the working level, This is the level at which
the concerns of logistics are integrated with the actual
system design, and the level at which the "barriers' to ILS
are confronted on a day-to-day basis. Since this research
focuses on the SPO as the implementing organization for system
acquisition, and on the program manager and the logistics
manager as the principals in the acquisition process, it will
be necessary to define some terms and relationships in the
SPO environment. With the SP0O as a background, the literature
review will explore some potential "barriers" to fully incor-

porating ILS which are currently receiving attention in the

face of initiatives to improve the acquisition process.

et
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Terms and Relationships

Some terms and organizatibnal relationships must be
f explained. These relate to the ILS function, its interfaces
with systems engineering, the managers responsible for the
{ 1mplementation of each, and the environment within which )
these functions and their managers operate. Integrated

' Logistic Support is

« « . a composite of all the support considerations
necessary to assure the effective and economical
support of a system for its life cycle. It is an
integral part of all other aspects of system acqui-
sition and operation [36:2].

Within the SPO, the ILS function provides recommended support
parameters for the logistic elements and '"qualitative and
o quantitative maintainebility and reliability inputs to the
b design process [7:19]." The ILS function provides these in- 3
; puts to the overall systems engineering effort. Both ILS
;3 and systems engineering are elements of Air Force engincering
‘ | management, which is the

. « . management of the engineering and technical

; effort required to transform a military requirement

' into an operational system. It includes the system
engineering reauired to define the system perform-

[ ance parameters and preferred system configurction

i to satisfy the requirement, the planning and control

! of technical program tasks, integration of the
engineering specialties, and the management of a
totally integrated effort of design engineering,
specialty engineering, test engineering, logistics
engineering, and production engineering to meet
%ggt,]technical performance, and schedule cbjectives -

:3].
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Engineering Management, along with the development of

acquisition strategies and eventually the procurement of

systems to meet '"operational needs' has been within the

10
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purview of the Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) since 1961.
AFSC is differentiated into "product divisions," each respon-
sible for a broad category of systems. The Aeronautical
Systems Division (ASD) is one of the product divisions. The
SPO is the crganizational entity within the product division
where system acquisition is managed. The SPO is organized
along program management lines. Program management is a
. + . special approach to management. It overlays
the functional management structure and enhances
communications, coordination, and control. Program
management focuses on the achievement of an end
product [3:p. 20-1].

The program manager (PM) is the executive responsible
for all phases and functions described by "system acquisi-
tion." Within the program office, functional specialty
offices are integrated to perform the varied functions essen-
tial to acquisition. Among these functional specialty
offices is the Integrated Logistic Support Office (ILSO).

The Deputy Program Manager for Logistics (DPML) is the mana-
ger responsible for ILS throughout the acquisition cycle.

The DPML, also called the ILS manager (ILSM) if the program

is less than major (2:p. 2-1), has essentially completed his
responsibilities by the time system management responsibility
is transferred to an Air Logistics Center (ALC). Like the
other functional specialties, the DPML is colocated within

the SPO and is responsible tv the program or project manager
(PM). Unlike the other n-jor functional offices, the DPML is
not assigned from AFSC. Throughout the remaining discussions,

the terms DPML, ILSO, and ILSM will be used interchangeably
11
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to describe either the logistics manager or the functional
office for whirh he is responsible. ' Similarly, PM may repre-
sent the program manager, project ranager, or SPO director,
terns used herein to describe agents of the acquisition manage-
ment process rather than specific position titles.

Two final definitions are necessary in order to address
the topic of this research effort: perceptions and barriers.
Perceptions, as defined in Webster, are "single unified
meanings obtained from sensory processes while a stimulus is
present." Barriers are defined as "anything that restrains
or obstructs progress.'" It is conceivable that some identi-
fiat : factors have tended to "restrain" the '"progress'" of
ILS within the systems acquisition environment, and that the
perceptions of the '"barriers'" are likely different, What
then are the probable barriers to ILS, and about which
barriers are perceptual differences likely?

Scope and Content of the
Literature Review

Through a comprehensive review of related research and
topical articles, the researchers attempted to catalog past
barriers to fully implementing ILS in acquisition programs.
The literature review focused on writings and research within
the last ten years, with particular emphasis on the period
since the formation of the AFALD in 1976. Sources consulted
included AFIT/LS theses and research papers, RAND Reports,
defense and logistics management journals, government reports,
Air University and Defense Systems Management College papers,

12
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and the bibliographical and abstract services of the Defense
Technical Information Center (DTIC) and the Defense Logistics

Studies Information Exchange (DLSIE). The researchers investi-
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gated related research thrcugh the AF Business Research Manage-

ment Center at WPAFB and the AF Logistics Management Center !

at Gunter AFS, Alabama., Several faculty members at the Air
é ' Force Institute of Technology and staff members of the AFALD
‘ helped develop the research methodology. Key words used in ;

the bibliographical searches included: 1logistics management,

planning, and support; integrated logistic support; systems ]

engineering and management; life cycle costs; Air Force pro-

curement; acquisition regulations, policies, and procedures;

e e it

maintainability and reliability; and project and j rogram

v vk

management.

From the literature sources, the researchers were able
to collapse the many potential barriers to ILS into eight

| i topical categories that occurred with some frequency. The

TR ) B e Al e e MW 31 )
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eight categories of barriers were: organizational structure,

goal conflicts, working relations within the SPO between
logistics and systems people, authority anrd responsibilities
of the DPML, the skills of acquisition logisticians, the tools
with which ILS is implemented, the specification of logistics

E design parameters, and the test and evaluation of support !

elements. Each of the eight barriers will be discussed in
detail, with consideration of related research, areas whe.e

perceptual differences have been shown to exist, and opinions

7 X Wk b 2 i a1 A SNt

and observations of current writers on the '"past barriers" to

13
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ILS.

The Past Barriers to ILS

Organization Structure

While the program office has been a venerable organi-
zation in acquisition history, the organization for acquisi-
tion logistics has undergone significant changes recently,
all described as attempts to improve the integration of
logistics concerns with acquisition. Price and Deal examined
the organizational factors which AFLC, AFSC, and HQ USAF per-
ceived as contributing to "the difficulty the Air Force has
had in implementing ILS [28:83]." At the time of their study
(1973), the Air Materiel Areas (AMAs) were responsible for
assigning the DPML. It was perceived that this practice
introduced a problem of split loyalty in that the DPML's
primary responsibility was not to '"AFLC as a whole but rather
to an individual AMA (or, as sometimes happens, tc a program
manager) [28:83]." Price and Deal recommended that the DPML
be assigned from HQ AFLC rather than from the AMA. 1In 1974,
a DCS/AL was formed at HQ AFLC, and DPMLs were assigned by
that office until the AFALD was created to elevate the status
of acquisition logistics to the division lcvel. Yet, while
the present organizational structure seems to climinate the
rast problems, there still seems to be some doubt that the
logistics community is really organized for acquisition logis-
tics. The Acquisition Improvement Task Force ncted this
"barrier" to improved readiness in their 1981 report:

14
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F . . . the logistics organizations in ASD and the

; Services are set up to manage support functions

! (supply, maintenance, training, etc.) with little

visibility of the total support resources and their

interactions for a weapon system {21l:p. 9-2].

| The report further asserts that "organizations responsible
for logistics assessment and for independent evaluation of
the readiness implications . . . need strengthening [21:p.

9-2]." To this end, the recent formation of a DCS/AL at HQ

é ATSC represents another organizational change to improve
acquisition logistics, the potential effects of which are
speculative at best. It appears possible that the new organi-

zation has at least created apprehension within AFALD about

the futare of the DPML and the AFALD as an '"independent'"

partner in the acquisition process (25).

Another possible factor is the perceived low crganiza-

tional placement of the DPML, both within the SPO and within

- . oy

the AFLC hierarchy. The DPML was originally conceived as a :

TR I« e s e o L L

-

function at an equal level with other functional specialties ;
in the SPO (5:15-16), and most organization charts reflect
this placement. While there is no reason to believe the DPML
cannot operate effectively at the functional level, there is

a perception that with a higher placement in the organization

("Deputy Program Manager"), the DPML can be more effective in

managing ILS. In the F-16 Program Office (ASD),

« + o the importance of the DPML was dramatically :
increased . . . when he was elevated to the position E
of Deputy System Program Director. This position
enabled the DPML to more effectively introduce
logistics factors in all F-16 SPO directorates
[15:217].

15
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According to the F-16 DPML, the F-16 SPO remains the only
major program where the DPML apparently has authority commen-
surate with his title (38), and it is conceivable that the
lack of this "status'" in other SPOs, along with the other
organizational factors studied by Price and Deal, are barriers
to ILS whose effects could be perceived differently by the

principals in the acquisition process.

Goal Conflict

The Acquisition Improvement Task Force concluded there
are perceptions at all levels in the acquisition community
that the priorities of cost, schedule, and performance continue
to relegate supportability and readiness considerations to
secondary importance (21l:p. 9-2). Caver's survey of program
managers and members of DoD, Congress, industry, and the
Services revealed that there was almost 88 percent agreement
that "individuals with a key decision-making role in a sys-
tem's development tend to direct their attention to near-term
acquisition cost [11:15]." This could be considered a major
barrier to ILS in weapon'system acquisition. Dr, Carlucci
has stated that supportahility must be given equal considera-
tion with cost, schedule and performance, and that designed-
in reliability, maintainability, and support must be con-
sidered early in the design development (9:1). Buckingham,
too, stated earlier that "support costs must he considered on
an equal basis with cost, schedule, and pe¢rformance [8:8]."

However, there has been little real shift in priorities

16
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because acquisition costs '"are today's costs, and are not
considered equally with costs five-to-ten years later [24:6]."
Equally compelling is the contention that the system engineer
(and the program manager) is judged on how well he meet. the
goals of cost, schedule, and performance, and now how well
the system operates once it is fielded (10:5). 1In fact PMs
generally expect little ''challenge and reprobation' if . hey
"miss opportunities for ’ife-cycle cost savings [11:17]."
Compounding this are the perceived effects of tenure of the

program manager in the SPO.

Currently, the practice in military career advance-
ment patterns is that people must be rotated periodi-
cally, sometimes overlooking the impact on important
equipment programs. . . . Program managers simply
must be kept in place for much longer periods of
time [4:31-32].

Another possible contributor to the alleged goal con-
flicts between the system requirements and the support con-
siderations is the competition for resources, which is

seemingly precipitated by inadequate "front end" funding for

acquisition programs,

Ambitious cost and schedule objectives can be
accommodated with minimal adverse effects on support
if the funding is made available for additional test
hardware . . , reliability and support incentives. . ,
or other risk-reducing measures. This must be done
early in the acquisition cycle since, once the R§D
funding is fixed through PPBS [Planning, Programming,
Budgeting System] actions or ceilings on development
costs, there is little opportunity to add efforts to
affect the support characteristics inherent in the
new system [21l:p. 9-2}.

Thus, for a variety of reasons, to which different principals

may attach different contributing factors, the 'goal conflict"

17
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of perfcrmance versus support appears a pervasive barrier to

ILS.

Working Relations

It seems logical to include working relations as a
potential barrier to the implementation of ILS. The presumed
subjugation of logistics goals to performance goals would
appear to place the logistician in conflict with the systems
engineers and the project managers. Thomas describes conflict
as a '"condition in which the concerns of two or more parties
appear t° be incompatible [34:891]." If, as Chesler asserts,
conflict is a

. « . condition derived from the fact that parties
differ from one another in values, goals and material

resources . . . [and] thesc parties are interdependent,
and must interact with regard to their differences

[12:84], |

|
!
|
i
l

then it seems that conflict in the project team environment
is inevitable. In their study of 100 project teams, Thamhain
and Wileman found that such conflict sources as schedules,
costs, priorities, technical issues, and personalities showed
significant intensity throughout the life cycle of projects
(32:35). Hill conjectured that -onflict occurred because
persons with different profession. identities and attitudes
toward work were involved in projects that were complex,
open-ended, and stress-inducing (19:49). Whether tiie inevi-
table presence of conflict affects organizational effective-
ness appears to depend on the management behavior among the

project leaders (33:81). It is not the purpose of this

18
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research on the barriers to ILS to attempt to make similar
correlations between conflict intensities and the effective-
ness of the organization. Rather, it is to determine if
working relations in project teams is a possible barrier to

the "effectiveness'" of ILS planning.

DPML Authority

The roles, responsibilities, and authority of the DPML
have received much attention in the literature. Price and
Deal (28) examined the role of the DPML as perceived by
various participants in the acquisition process, specifically
AFLC, AFSC. HQ USAF, and the various Air Material Areas (AMAs),
now called ALCs. From the results of interviews and surveys
from the major participants in the system acquisition process,
Price and Deal concluded

. . there are some significant differences in the

perceptions of the respondents regarding the true

role for the DPML. Meny of these differences have

far-reaching effects, and probably contribute to

the difficulty the Air Force has had in implement-

ing ILS [28:83].
This conclusion followed from.the finding that system mana-
gers and engineering personnel at the AMAs felt strongly that
the ILS office should be a logistics liaison office, while
the AFSC and HQ USAF felt the DPML should have more authority
along with clearly defined responsibilities (28:84). Thus,
related to DPML authority, Price and Deal showed that per-
ceptual differences did exist between AFLC and AFSC over the

role and authority of thé DPML, and that the .factor of DPML

authority has been described as a barrier to ILS.

19
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Another aspect to the role and authority of the DPML
lies within the program oftice, and concerns the DPML's rela-

tions with the PM and the other functional specialists.

Babbitt (5) reviewed the ILS charter and compared the exist- 4
ing policies (1975) on ILS to the actual roles, authority,

and responsibilities of DPMLs in three SPOs at ASD. Among his
findings was that the DPMLs of selected major programs were
"not responsible for increased supportability of weapons
through early consideration of logistics in design. This

responsibility was the system engineers' [5:35]." The three

DPMLs characterized themselves as liaisons in the system de-
sign effort., Babbitt developed these conclusions by proposing i

that the two objectives of ILS are: 1) increased supportabil-

ity of weapons through early consideration of logistics in

design; and 2) more efficient logistics support through

e b e s

integrated management of the logistics elements during acqui-

O 4

sition. From his study of the roles and authority of the
DPMLs, he concluded that for the first ILS objective, the
: DPML was and should be a liaison to the system engineer, and

as such provides AFLC resources to assist in the design, such

» as analytical models for R§M and support costs. For the
second objective, the DPML is characterized as the "integra-

L tor" for assuring the logistics elements are planned and

provided for (5:38-40). Addison, however, disagrees with
this differentiation of authority:
The management and direction of the purely b
"logistics" activities . . . [is] not enough co
produce the required support elements. We

20
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also . . . [have] to have a hand . . . in the direction .
of the total engineering effort. Without this we . . . 1
have failed in our mission [1:6]. .
From these differences of perceptions, the role, responsibility,
end guthority of the DPML within the program office are ambigu-
ous, and DPML authority could conceivably be considered a 1

significant barrier to ILS. ,

Skills of Acquisition Logisticians ]
The specification of reliability, maintainability, and
availability parameters are among the '"logistics engineering"

responsibilities which are essentially completed when the

final design is chosen (39:10). In the later phases of acqui-
sition, it is alleged the importance of "logistics engineer-
ing" skills decreases, and the more traditional skills of

transportation, supply, etc., become relatively more important

- .

(28:76). It is, however, in the early stages where the design

l . is flexible, and technical and cost risks are highest, that
ill-considered logistics requirements will have the most im-
pact on life-cycle supportability. It is often asserted that
as much as 95 percent of total life-cycle costs are commifted

by the time the final design is frozen prior to production |

a8 S e ok st o et ot 1 b it 1

(8:6; 15:207).

One proposed barrier in the system design process,
o ' then, is the availability and assignment of skilled acquisi-
tivn logisticians at appropriate stages in the acquisition

: process, such as engineering skills during full-scale develop-

ment. Price and Deal found general agreement among logistics

Al [ TN L. .
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managers and program managers that certain skills are more

: important in certain phases (28:78)., Pigaty and Pavlat (27)
‘ also identified the skill problem, but they introduced a dif-

ferent perspective,

e e ¢ TR T

o The complexity of the ILS concept requires that

Co acquisition logisticians have a broad working know-

‘ ledge of all the logistic elements as well as related 1

acquisition specialties. The emphasis on career -

L specialization in the recent past has resulted in a '

S lack of the logistics generalists required to imple-

| ment the ILS concept. Of particular importance is

f the need for ILS experts who can tailor ILS require-
ments for inclusion in the RFP, who can communicate

P these requirements to the design engineer, and who

P can then remain with the project to insure the

g successful application of ILS in the succeeding

P acquisition phases [27:72-73]. F

; There is thus a difference in perspective on the types of

| skills required in acquisition logistics. One argument is

; for specialists, time phased to the acquisition cycles. The
other argument is for ILS generalists, who can operate through

b

]
f: all the acquisition cycles. Nevertheless, both groups of
-

|

- |

researchers concluded that the lack of appropriate logistics i
i

skills is a potential barrier to implementing ILS.

é Logistics Management Tools ﬂ
: Logistics management tools, including life-cycle cost m
(LCC) models, logistics supportability analyses (LSA), and |

lessons learned are primary aids to ILS planning. Most of

the literature on tools dwells on the problems with using LCC - i;
models in an attempt to justify today's supportability deci-

sions with LCC estimates which must be extrapolated over 20

OoTr more years.
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" Current techniques . . . recognize only those
tasks which can be identified a priori. In under-
takings involving advanced technology, forecasting
explicitly all demands for . . . the ten-to-fifteen
year duration of a production program is seldom
Eossible. This is simply too great a demand on

uman prescience [4:28].

In 1978 the Rand Corporation (22) performed appraisals
on many of the most frequently used LCC models. The models
are used to suppert source selection, modification proposals,
logistics support costs, spares computations, and manpower
estimates. While the authcrs noted some of the models pro-
vide reliable coverage in some applications,

« « » the principal message that emerges. . . is
that current LCC models contain many shortcomings
that limit their usefulness for . . . applications
requiring estimates of absolute incremental costs .
. « « The models cannot in most cases serve as a
firm basis for life-cycle cost estimates without
additional supporting data and analyses [22:40-41].

The "supporting data'" for LCC estimates are considered
a problem by some. Operational data are not designed for
cost accounting purposes (22:12). The data are frequently
unreliable and confiicting, and must be carefully interpreted
and applied with a great deal of judgment (22:41). According
to Durbin, another problem with LCC estimating is that the
models do not incorporate the total costs of alternative
decisions. The inadequate and incomplete data more often
than not limit analyses to consideration of direct costs only
(14:7). While some logistics managers may feel that LCC
modeis have great utility, particularly as the system design
becomes less uncertain (8:8), a survey of project managers of

high-cost systems revealed that '"more credible life-cycle

23




cost models and data and skilled personnel are needed for
projects [11:17]."
Two other tools, LSA and lessons learned, may have dif-
ferent degrees of utility, depending on the perspective of
; the ucer. The objective of LSA is to
+ +» . structure, within Systems Engineering, a process
to systematically pull together all the engineering
\ functions that contribute to the desigr, development,

and derloyment of an integrated logistics system
[2:p. 10-1].

LSA, then, is a major vehicle for incorporating the logistics
considerations in the system design. There are contentions

that tools like LSA are misapplied, and often based on erro-

neous assumptions about equipment utilization:

g LSA is usually applied discretely instead of being
i an inherent part of the design which limits its
benefit. Also the LSA utilizes specific facters for
the various conditions of utilization under a selected
"standard" scenario [39:11].

el | ke il 1 e bt st et 2

Finally, LSA may be a difficult process for PMs, DPMLs, and

contractors to understand, and is often alleged to be redun-

© r——— -

dant, unreliable, and very costly, particularly if the data :
requirements are extensive. For these reasons, many principals
in acquisition perceive LSA as being an ineffecfive and in-
appropriate tool for some appiications (20:21).

| : Lessons learned is another tool which is subject to

; differences of interpretations of usefulness. The AFALD has '

; invested in a repository of lessons learned for access by

‘; logistics and program management personnel. The Lessons
Lesrned Program is intended to overcome the "difficulty in
; applying lessons learned and the impacts of [ “orgotten
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lessons] on future logistics support costs [2:p. 35-1]." And,
while PMs are encouraged to apply lessons learned in the acqui-
sition process, the extent of applications of lessons learned
is not known. It is intuitively appealing that, given the
"goal conflict" in systems acquisition, the perceptions of

the usefulness of lessons learned is almost certainly differ-
ent between the AFALD and ASD. Furthermore, the questions of
usefulness and credibility of all these tools points to
"logistics management tools'" as a potentially significant

barrier to the realization of ILS program goals.

Logistics Design Goals

Another barrier to ILS, which could also be velated to
the skills of the acquisition logistician and the effective-
ness of the tools, is the problem of quantifying the parameters
of reliability, maintainability, and availability which can
theorétically be specified analytically and designed into the
system (39:10). In their 1973 research, Pigaty and Pavlat
found that an inability to quantify ILS requirements was one
of the major barriers to ILS:

Consideration of logistics effects as an inte-

grated whole in relation to operational parameters
of a weapon system requires dynamic programming and
real-time computer capability. But the mathematical
state of the art does not permit sufficient quanti-
fication of logistic support design considerations
or contractual specifications [27:73-74].

Confounding the perceived difficulty in quantifying
the ILS requirements within the program office is the belief

that requirements documents, including Statements of Need
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(SONs), Mission Element Need Statements (MENS), and Program
Management Directives (PMDs), often do not state in sufficient
detail the supportability requirements for new systems. The
Acquisition Improvement Task Force cites this as a signifi-
cant barrier perceived by many in the acquisition community:
Much progress has been made, case-by-case, in

recent acquisition programs in all three services.

However, major programs continue to come forward for

DSARC review without well defined and consistent

support and readiness goals [21l:p. 9-2].
Thus, the barriers to incorporating supportebility in design
may be a function of inadequate requirements definitions in
implementing directives, an unwillingness or an inability to
specify '"concrete" requirements, and ultimately, an inability
to translate those requirements into enforceable contractual
specifications (16:40). It is probable that both the acqui-
sition and the logistics comnunity would agree on logistics

design goals as a barrier to ILS, but that the perceptions on

why this state exists are likely different.

Test and Evaluation

Secretary Carlucci directed the Under Secretary of
Defense for Research and Engineering to insure that acquisi-
tion strategies "identify plans for and funding required to
acquire adequate subsystem and system test hardware to reduce
overall schedule and time risks [9:13]." Yet, it appears
test and evaluation remain stepchildren to the mainstream
acquisition process. In the report of the Acquisition

Improvement Task Force, Secretary Long stated that "nothing

26
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has been done whiclk could be expected to bring about a
change in actual practice [21l:p. 12-1]." Secretary Long
continues with an explanation of the barriers to increased
emphasis on test and evaluation (T§E):

The real problem is our attitude about . . .
TGE. Most of those involved in the acquisition
process:

a. dave an underlying belief that systems
will work as advertised;

b. Tend to regard TGE as a "wicket'" to be
passed, rather than an essential tool in the
process;

c. Believe that, in most cases, money can be
saved and the acquisition process speeded up by
reducing test hardware and test periods;

d. Seem quite willing to give program go-
aheads at key points without reviewing test
results; and

e. When confronted with poor test results, tend

to be willing to accept promises of ccrrection, and

to be impatient about delaying the program to

correct problems and retest [21:p. 12-1].
The attitudes about T§E pointed out by Secretary Long affect
the demonstration of the reliability and maintainability
characteristics that are essential to supportability and readi-
ness. If the perception that cost, schedule, and performance
goals edge out logistics goals in the design process, it seems
reasonable this attitude may affect the planning and budget-
ing for supportability testing. Whether the logistics commu-

nity shares the "attitudes of most of the acquisition commu-

nity" is a matter for further research.
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Review Conclusions

Summary

The review of the literature concerning past barriers

to fully incorporating ILS in aeronautical systems acquisi-
i tion yielded eight categories within which most of the bar-
riers could be grouped. These categories were: organization

structure, goal conflict, working relations, DPML authority,

skills of logisticians, logistics management tools, logistics
design goal definition, and test and evaluation. Some of the
research and commentary on barriers to ILS revealed evidence
of perceptual differences among several of the principal
agents in the acquisition process on the nature and causes

of the barriers. From the historical perspectives of the R{D

and the logistics community, it seems logicul to expect these

HRTETEERYTER U T T om0 T b eyrmen e o, T P TTE R LT LI e T T T e oA o e meem e e o

perceptual differences between the two communities. By exten-

sion, the DPML and the PM within the system program office

P R

may be expected to perceive the significance of the assumed
: barriers differently due to their affiliation with the logis-
tics community and the R§D community, respectively. While
the assumed barriers reflect the most frequent topics in the
literéture, there are some other potential barriers which

have been excluded from discussion and consideration in the

present research effort. These exclusions are discussed in !

the next section.
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Potential Barriers Not Considered
ip. This Research

There are undoubtedly many factors bearing on the

E "problems'" the acquisition community seems to be having incor-
r porating ILS in the acquisition process, and many do not fit f
the eight categories of barriers discussed above. Some signi-
ficant factors have been omitted. Three of the most signifi-
cant are acquisition philosophy, specific policy and guidance
for ILS, and overall program funding. These factors and the

reasons for their exclusion are the next topic for discussion.

In 1973 Pigaty and Pavlat identified the "current'" DoD

weapon system acquisition philosophy as a barrier to ILS. The
problem was the emphasis on delaying the definition of support

requirements due to funding limits and the trend toward

parallel development of competing designs (27:74). While

acquisition philosophy can be a factor, the researchers con- i

i - - =

cluded that the proposed changes in the philosophy by Dr. :

Carlucci, reflected in his memorandum (9), are '"macro' issues

potentially affeccting all of acquisition, and not likely to

happen quickly.

A gt e A e e - e

For much the same reason, the current policies and

guidance in DoD Directives and Major Command implementing |

decuments were not considered as a barrier due to the exten-

sive reviews and reissues now occurring. DoD Directive
5000.1 (37) now reflects much of the Carlucci philosophy, and
DoD Directive 5000.2 is currently being rewritten. Presumably,

AFM 800-2 will be revised, as will AFSC and AFLC derivatives
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of these documents.
Another factor that was not specifically incorporated

in the list of barriers is the factor of overall program fund-

ing. Pigaty and Pavlat identified this as a barrier in their

TR ETETRT TR e e e’

- research (27:72), and funding could arguably be the "only"

barrier to ILS. However, there are many variables of a
national scale that affect the resources allocated the DoD

for weapon system acquisition. Consequently, the researchers

reasoned that these constraints are cyclical depending on the

¢ LA i v i il

attention paid to defense at certain times under different

administrations, and the barrier of overall program funding
is really one of programming fully the funds needed for R&D
: given the constraints. This barrier is most likely to mani-
E fest itself as a '"goal conflict™ over resources within the
t acquisition community.

Thus, the barriers around which the research is

N

developed are not necessarily all-inclusive. But, as will be
shown in Chapter III, the research methodology was flexible j
b enough to solicit other '"perceptions" of barriers to fully

implementing ILS. The ones the researchers excluded might |

well reappear with significant frequency during the data

gathering.

How This Research Differs .
From Previous Research

& poi BTN, -

Since the Pigaty (27), Price (28), and Babbitt (5)

studies, there have been significant organizational and proce-
dural changes affecting the management of ILS. Specifically,
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the AFALD was created in 1976 to address supportability and
life-cycle cost issues early in the program initiation phase.
Presently AFSC, working in cooperation with AFLC, is forming

a DCS/AL at HQ AFSC (23). These organizational changes con-

‘ . ceivably have had or will have some effect on the significance
1 of past barriers to ILS. Concerning ILS policy, there have i
| been many changes in the 1970's, and other changes are pending.

Both the organizational and policy changes are ostensibly in-

e A e

tended to eliminate or mitigate the barriers to ILS which
have been described in previous wcrks.

b This research also attempts %o test the perceptions of 3

the barriers between the principals in the program cffice who
have responsibility for ILS. Our review shows that this is a

i somewhat different approach from much of the previous research,

which often looked at the issues from one perspective, or

from perspectives outside the SPO. It is our contention that

C ety e e -

El

1

|

if the perceptions of the barriers differ between the princi- [i
pals who are closest to the issues, the DoD has more investi- i
i

3

gating to do before organizations are changed and policies

are rewritten to address the issues. Finally, the research
attempts to rank the barriers according to their perceived
. significance in order to focus the attention of future re-

search on the most pervasive barriers.
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CHAPTER I1II

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Strategy

To accomplish the objectives of this study, the re-
searchers developed a research strategy designed to collect
a representative sampling of opinions and judgments of mana-

gerial personnel from each of two major divisions at Wright-

Patterson AFB, Ohio. The two major divisions are ASD and

AFALD. The design of the research was founded on literature !
reviews of related research, and specific assessments of
opinions proffered by current practitioners of logistics and l
acquisition management. From the reviews and the opinions, a |

list of the eight most probable barriers to iuncorporating ILS

© e — - .

in the acquisition process was assembled and constructed into
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a survey instrument. The researchers then used ‘the survey
instrument to gather data on the relative impact each of
the proposed barriers had on the ILS effort in a program
office. The data were grouped by divisions (AFALD or ioun),

and by management levels within each division. The researchers .

performed statistical analyses on the mean scores between and
within the divisions to test the research hypotheses. The
development of the measurement instrument, the details of the
sample selection plan, the data collection plan, and the data
analysis plan are discussed in detail in the remainder of
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this chapter.

The Instrument

After determining the factors to be addressed in the

T T TR e R e T T,

study, the researchers needed an instrument they could use to

gather perceptions of the impact of these factors on the ILS

3 : . effort. The instrument had to permit collection of 1) demo-
graphic data (to establish the subject's eligibility for the
o study), and to assign the subject to a group for hypothesis
testing; 2) the subject's numerical ratings of the impact of
each factor (to establish group mean ratings for hypothesis
testing, and to compile a prioritized list of the most signi-
ficant factors); and 3) the subject's reasoning behind his
numerical ratings (to gain some insight into possible expla-

nations for ILS difficulties). With these requirements, tae

researchers elected to collect data for the study through j

structured personal interviews, rather than with a mail

4 e ey

questionnaire. Typically, a larger proportion of subjects

e e v e A

will participate in an interview than will return a question-
naire that must be mailed-in (31:68). In addition, the .
: researchers believed that the presence of the interviewer
during data collection would provide some valuable advantages %

such as:

§= . 1) The subject was more likely to devote time to the 4
questions and concentrate on the subject matter. I

2) The interviewer could provide on-the-spot explana- "é
tions of the questions if needed, which would help to ;5
limit missing and invalid data. 2

3) The interview would produce more and richer comments

33
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than possible with a questionnaire, since it is in-
‘ herently easier and less time-consuming to vocalize
: opinions than to write them. )

4) The interview would allow the flexibility of

pursuing a wide variety of relevant topics as they
{‘ arose, which could not all have been included in a
: questionnaire.

5) The interactions allowed by the interview would
help the researchers to achieve a more complete under-
standing of the subject's comments than would have
been possible from ex post facto interpretation of

written comments to specific questions.
The structured interview schedule that the researchers i

used to collect the data consisted of demographic questions,

a rating exercise, and two general, open-ended questions (see
Appendix A). The five demographic questions were detailed
enc .n to establish the subject's eligibility for the study

according to his experience, and to assign the subject to the

R i 10 bk Wl St et i !

correct groups for statistical analyses.

F T

The rating exercise was designed to establish the

; numerical scores to be used in the statistical analyses.

| This porti-~ of the interview was very structured, and was
acsigned to be self-explanatory to the subject so it could '5
stand alone with little or no explanation. This approach

; fosters un!  “mity from one measurement situation to another
through tl use of standardized wording. 7“he researchers felt
that the use of a structured interview guide would increase

the reliability of the measurements, lessen the reactive

nature of the interview, and minimize the diversity of inter-

pretation of the questions.
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The structured rating exercise consisted of a hypothe-
tical situation, a set of instructions, and a graphic rating
scale. The hypothetical case set up a brief scenario of a
program office having difficulty with the ILS effort, and
whose program manager and ILS manager have turned to the sub-
ject for advice on where to look for the causes of the prob-
lems. Next, the subject encountered a set of rating instruc-
tions designed to facilitate the rating process, and to
insure that each subject rated the factors using the same
paradigm., The instructions directed the subject to read all
eight factors before attempting to rate any of them. By
forcing the subjects to read all the factors first, the re-
searchers were trying to prevent the position of the factor
on the list affecting a subject's rating of the factor.

The final part of the rating exercise was the scale.
Selection of an appropriate scale was dependent on its abil-
ity to generate interval data (or a close approximation) for
the statistical tests, and also to produce rank-ordered data.
After examination of several types of scales, the researchers
decided upon a graphic scale as displayed in Appendix A. The
basic assumption in using this scale was that interval data
was being approximated. While it cannot be asserted that
similar differences are numerically exact on a graphic scale,
the differences between any two pairs of factor ratings are
sufficiently meaningful that they may be ranked in order of

absoluts size, and thus are approximately interval (30:77).
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In order to provide rank-order data, the instructions

““"‘«"mmm
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of the interview guide directed the subject to rate all eight
factors on the same scale. By using this approach, all sub-

jects were visually cued to interpret their perceptions of the

S

eight factors in terms of the same standard. Each factor had

% to be placed relative to the other factors and, therefore, a

' rank-order could be implied.

Several of Guilford's suggested "General Practices in
Connection with Graphic Scales'" were very helpful in develop-

ing a scale '"favorable" to effective graphic ratings (18:267).

1) The rating line was long enough to allow dis-
‘ crimination among eight factors, but not so long as 3
~ to disrupt the rater's unity of continuum,
o 2) The line was continuous to represent the con-
tinuity of the variable being measured.

3) The "high" impact end of the scale was at the
top, which was most natural to raters.

4) The descriptive phrases (cues) were concen-
trated at points as much as possible.

5) The end cues were not so extreme that they j
could never be applied, which discouraged central Y

bl omin
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tendency error. .
6) The end cues were set in from the ends of the ;

B line to allow room for more extreme ratings.
7) A stencil for scoring was used that divided ’
the line into sections to which numerical values

were assigned.

The final section of the interview consisted of two

A PR i

open-ended questions that were designed to elicit comments
that would enhance the numerical results of the rating

exercise.
36
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Instrument Pretest

The researchers pretested the instrument by administer-
ing the interview to four Air Force Institute of Technology
faculty and four AFALD staff members. All of the pretest sub-
jects had either program management experience, contract
management experience, or logistics management experience in
a SPO at ASD. The objectives of the pretest were to gain
experience in administering the interview, tn determine if
interview time was reasonable, to evaluate the clarity of
the interview text, and to evaluate the instrument content
validity.

The researchers first explained the purposes of the
research and of the instrument to each pretest subject. Next,
the subjects received the interview guide and were asked to
read it through and complete the exercise with an eye toward
improving the instrument. The subjects were asked to identify
those parts that were difficult to understand, and to suggest
changes that should be made to the interview prior to field
use. Their comments were also solicited as to the complete-
ness of the list of factors inhibiting ILS. 1In addition,
since "establishing the content validity of a measure rests
heavily on expert judgment [31:52]," the researchers asked
the pretest subjects to evaluate the overall validity of the
instrument.

As a result of the pretest, several changes were made

to make the rating instructions more concise, and to clarify

the overall text. The pretest subjects assessed the list of
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factors as sufficient, and judged that the instrument would

most likely measure what it was intended to measure.

Sample Selection

The sample selection plan describes how the researchers
randomly selected from the target population a sample of indi-
viduals accountable for the management of acquisition or acqui-
sition logistics. The target population was defined as indivi-
duals assigned to Wright-Patterson AFB who 1) were assigned to
either the Aeronautical Systems Division or the Air Force
Acquisition Logistics Division; 2) were airectly involved in
or associated with the acquisition of a product; and 3) could
be clas-<ified as an accountable manager at one of two manage-
ment levels. Level I managers included officials who had
broad responsibility over a set of related products, such as
the Deputy for Airlift and Trainers or his deputy, and the
Deputy Program Manager for Logistics or his deputy. Also in-
cluded in Level I were the program managers of significant
singular products, such as the Program Director of the F-15
within the Tactical Systems Program Office. By contrast,
Level II managers included program managers or project offi-
cers within a singular product division, and the colateral
integrated logistics office chiefs. For example, the manager
of Special Projects within the F-16 Program office would be
a Level II manager.

Having thus defined the target population, the sample

selection plan proceeded by selccting program offices in which
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the managers meeting these criteria were assumed to work,

The purpose of randomly selecting offices rather than names
of perszonnel was justified for two reasons. First, it would
be extremely difficult to search personnel rosters to select
a target population as defined. Secondly, the incumbents of
a responsibility center as defined could logically be expccted
to meet the target population criteria. Thus, for the pur-
poses of data analysis, and as a simplifying assumption, the
heads of two- and three-letter offices were ccnsidered Level
I managers, and the heads of four-letter offices or below
were considered Level II managers. The answer to demographic
questions in the interview schedule established the differen-
tiation for data analysis. The researchers further assumed
that in selecting the target population in this way, the size
of the program office to which a manager was assigned was not
an indication of the depth and breadth of his experi-nce.
Consequently, no attempt was made to differentiate among the
program offices based on such variables as the number of per-
sonnel assigned or the relative size, complexity, or phase

of the program being managed. The underlying assumption in
defining the population in this way was that mere assignment
to one of the identifiable branches, program offices, or
deputates qualified that manager to evaluate the management
problems which may exist between the acquisition office and
the logistics office. That is, the director or chief of that

office was assumed to meet the target population criteria.

Note that this selection plan was not "personality-centered,"
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but that experience in acquisition was the relevant considera-

L tion. Accordingly, during data analysis, the survey responses

of Level I managers with less than six months acquisition

experience were ignored, as were the responses of Level IT

; managers with less than two years total acquisition experience.

,,.._.M_.vv_.,,,_«»...,,,,

The researchers established the differcnt eligibility time

requirements because they judged that, generally, less time

was needed for a level I manager to become acquainted with
the integration provlems. The experience requirement need

g not have been gained in the current office.

Approximately 50 offices were identified from the cur-
- rent ASD organizational chart (see Appendix C) according to
the selection criteria. The office names were listed in order

of the chart, and a computer-generated pseudo-random number

U cate Seanc
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was assigned to each office. After reseeding the generator,

fifteen additional pseudo-random numbers were generated. The

— -

* fifteer numbers corresponded to the list of organizational

names, and identified the sample of offices where interviews .
were to be conducted (see Appendix D). With tke "major"
organizations thus selected, the researchers collected organi-

i zation charts for each office. Candidate offices were identi-

PR S R O

fied on each chart and assigned a nuvwber, Where the number
of individuals exceeded the number of interviews required from ;é
the office, the potential subjects were randomly selected from - Eé
among the candidates using a random number generator. When an ‘
office manager was not available during the time when inter-
views were being conducted, the researchers selected another

40




vy g e R E L TE R B N > x et EOTE WAL T VOO A W e
! ¥

manager until the required number of interviews wcre scheduled
S in each identified office.

‘ The researchers attempted to interview 15 fevel I mana-
gers and 30 Level Il managers within both ASD and AFALD.

Lo However, the maximum number of potential three-letter, Level

I subjects in AFALD was limited by the number of three-letter

offices in AFALD, which was 10. These sample sizes permitted

the use of normal tests of the mean scores between divisions,

and t-tests between the organizational levels within each
division. The breakdown of the sampling plan and the expected

i 2 sample sizes is illustrated in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Sample Selection Plan

f ASD AFALD

)

Py Level I 2§3-letter 3-letter
| Managers offices offices
| n = 15 n = 10
) Level II 4-letter 4-letter
. Managers offices offices
3 n = 30 n = 30

' TOTALS n = 45 n =40 j

Data Collection Plan

Data for each of the research questions were gathered

T TR S

by personal interviews with subjects from the target popula-
tion. The interviews were structured to include formal data

gathering (closed questions) and subjects' comments. The

interviews were guided by an interview schedule (see Appendix
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A), which was explained under the section on the research

instrument.

Subject Contact Plan

Subjects selected were contacted by telephone and a
convenient interview time and date was arranged. During the
telephone contact, the researchers introduced themselves and :
briefly explained their researcn objectives. The researchers
maintained a record on contacts made and interviews conducted,

and each interview was correlated to a numbered interview

schedule. This bookkreping method enabled the researchers to i
contact a subject at a later date if necessary, and provided

Lo an effective method of insuring the subjects' anonymity.

Conducting the Interview i

-— e

Before administering the interview schedule, the re-

searchers explained the purpose of the interview, the objec-

© e ——

tives of the research, and thc reasons why the subject's
i opinions were being sought. They further explained that the
interview was a voluntary exercise, and assured the subject
complete anonymity. The researchers then presented the inter-
view schedule to the subject and requested that he complete
M ; the biographkical gquestions and the rating exercise. While )

the instrument was designed to stand alone with no further

explanation, any questions the subject had on the interpreta-

tion or the execution of the instrument were answered. Any

L
-

comments that the subjects made while working the interview

p 0 . " »
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schedule that were relevant to the research were recorded.
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However, interaction between the subject and the interviewer
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were purposely limited at this time in an attempt to reduce

any effect of the interviewer on the rating results. After

the subject had completed the instrument, the researchers

examined it for completeness, and then proceeded to the two
open-ended questions. First, the subject was asked his
reasons for rating the fac.ors as he did. Finally, the inter-
viewer requested the subject to suggest any other factors
impacting the ILS effort that were not included in the list

of factors in the rating exercise. The researchers recorded

the comments that both questions evoked on a raw data collec-
tion sheet (generally in a paraphrased format). The re-

: searchers then concluded the interview. i

Data Analysis

The researchers had four major goals in analyzing the

e ———
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data generated by the interviews, The first goal was to deter-

mine if significant differences in perception existed between

ASD and AFALD managers. Specifically, did the two groups

differ in their ratings of the impact of certain factors on
the ILS effort in a program office? The second goal was to
! determine if there were differences in the perceived impact

g of the same factors between management levels in each organi-

zation., The third goal, which was supplementary to the first

two, was to determine if there was any consistency of reason-

ing behind the ratings of the factors. The fourth goal of

the analysis was to estsblish a rank-ordered list of those
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factors that were perceived as liaving significant negative

impact upon tihe ILS effort in the program office.

To satisfy the first two goals, the researchers used }

i the student's t-test to analyzé the differences between the
' group means. The T-TEST procedure from the Statistical
; Packege for the Social Sciences (SPSS) served to calculate

: the t-values (26:267-275). A listing of the SPSS computer

procedures is in Appendix B. The first set of t-tests tested ,

for differences in perceptions between managers of the two

major aeronautical systems acquisition participants (ASD and é
|
AFALD). The null hypothesis for these tests was: ;

. HO: ul = u2

e e (i e+ 1 s e

where:

the group mean rating of a factor for ASD
program/project managers.

ul

[P POV RIS

2 = the group mear rating of a factor for AFALD
logistics managers.
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The mean scores for each of the eight factors were

tested for differences between the two groups at the .05 level

- .

of significance. The researchers determined a subject's group
assignment based primarily on the individual's current organi-

i zation, but previous acquisition experience also had a bearing :

. ‘ on group assignment. ;

The second level of t-tests tested for significant dif- o

ferences in the perceived impact of the factors between differ-

ent management levels in each of the two organizations studied.

The null hypotheses for these tests were:
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ul = u2 for ASD
pé for AFALD

Hy: w3

where:

ul = the group mean rating of a factor for two-
Lo - and three-letter program/project managers ,
P in ASD 1

. w2 = the group mean rating of a factor for four-
letter program/project mznagers in ASD

] u3 = the group mean rating of a factor for three- 3
letter logistics managers in AFALD ]

w4 = the group mean rating of a factor for four- :
letter logistics managers in AFALD i

The researchers again tested for differences in mean

scores for all eight factors at the .05 level of significance

for all hypotheses. Assignment of subjects to a group for

these tests was based upon the individual's organization (ASD

Rl

or AFALD) and the number of letters in the subject's office

symbol.

The researchers established individual subject ratings

T e — -

for each factor by measuring the distance in millimeters from

the bottom of the scale to the hash marks representing the

-

subject's impact rating of the factor. The SPSS T-TEST

routine then calculated the group means Irom the individual
scores as part of this procedure. If a subject failed to rate
a specific factor, that factor was assigned a rating of zero,

and was not used in the group mean or t-value calculations.

e T R e e T et kg

The two-tailed version of the student's t-test was used for

AW SR L MR T A e e o e fn

all .aypotheses because of uncertainty as to which direction

X

: that the means would differ, Use of the student's t-test i
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required that the researchers assume that the underlying popu-

i lations had both normal distributions and near-equivalent

variances. Based on research by Ghiselli (17:63), the assump-

et T R AR T

1

1

[

tiun of a normal distribution for attitude or opinion measure- 3*

ments is usually a close approximation. However, even if
these assumptions were violated, the student's t-test has
i proven to be a very robust statistical test, and is relatively

unaffected by transgression of its underiying assumptions (13: !
’ 174) .

To accomplish the third goal, the researchers conducted

; | an analysis of the content of the responses to the first open-
| ended question. (Recall that the first question basically
asked for the subject's reasons behind his ratings.) First,

they grouped the raw data collection sheets according to

i 4 S 2 bk i i £

organization. Next, one of the researchers classified the
comments into impact categories, based on whether the subject

. s e . 4
rated the factor as having significant, some, or low impact. :

! He then attempted to identify any consistency in the comments
by counting the number of times that differc 't subjects gave
similar reasons for placing a factor in an impact category.

In order to minimize bias, the second researcher repeated the E

process independently. They then compared tallies, resolved
discrepancies, and compiled a joint frequency tally for each
factor. A good deal of subjectivity was involved in this -

analysis process; however, the researchers made every attempt

at maintaining objectivity. No names or other demographic

data were associated with the raw data sheets at the time of
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the comment analysis, so that knowledge of the individual
subject's identity would not influence the results. Obvious-
ly, empirically based conclusions could not result from such
an analysis. The data were used as supplemental information
only, with the overall trends in frequencies of responses
providing some insight into the numerical .atings.

The firal goal was to list the most significant ILS
problem areas in order of importance as perceived by ASD and
AFALD managers. To do this the researchers examined each
organization's mean ratings of all eight proposed factors.
From these scores they compiled a list of those factors per-
ceived as being responsible for the most concern at the pro-
gram office level. The cutoff mean score for a factor
considered significant was not established at the outset of
the research, and ws quite arbitrary. The researchers did

not intend for this list to be all-inclusive, nor did they

‘propose that the rank-order presented be absolute. They

merely attempted to provide a narrowed-down, prioritized list
to point the way for any further research into problems for

ILS management.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Introduction

E The findings are addressed in the order in which the

analyses were conducted. Information on the composition and
P demographic characteristics of the data sample are presented
first. The demographic section is followed by a discussion j

of the results from the statistical analyses. Next, the

authors present a summary of the comments which the interview

subjects offered to support their rankings of the barriers.

¥

i

k

E,

Ef The comments were grouped by specific barriers, and are pre-
3

Ef sented as frequency tables. The chapter concludes with a

i

} . discussion of several other considerations that the research- !

ers judged as relevant to the findings.

f s Demographic Composition of the Sample

L : The researchers interviewed program managers and logis-

tics managers assigned to program and project offices within

the ASD and AFALD at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. (Selection
of the offices was described in the sample selection plan in
Chapter III.) Sufficient sample size goals were established
for each group of subjects to insure adequate precision in

the statistical results of the hypothesis tests. The actual

sample sizes show some deviations from the sample size goals,
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but none that should have adversely affected the reliability
or precision of the analyses.
There were seversl reasons for not achieving the planned

sample size goals. The results of two interviews were discarded

o because the subjects did not meet the experience levels estab-
lished as eligibility criteria for the study. Three interviews

were not used in the statistical analyses because the logistics

managers were personnel resources of an Air Logistics Center
(ALC) and not assigned to the AFALD. By virtue of their home
i | organization, the subjects were not members of either of the E
|

two main groups. An Inspector General visit to the Airlift

and Trainer program office (ASD/AF) precluded some interviews.
The loss of the ASD/AF interviews primarily affected the ASD

Level II group. Finally, despite repeated attempts to sched-

i

i

. 2
; ule the interviews, a few of the selected subjects were not | g
E% available during the five-week period when interviews were i
f conducted. (The researchers established a cutoff date for ’
interviews to provide themselves with sufficient time to com- ;
plete the study within thesis time constraints.) |
For Level I management groups, the actual sample sizes
exceeded the established goals. The sample size goals were Lo

originally set recognizing the limited number of Level I mana-

gers available (especially in AFALD). 1In an effort to enhance

R PN

the precision of the statistical analyses, the researchers

expanded these sample sizes by conducting two interviews in

B e e

some Level I offices (the office chief and his deputy if both
were available). It could be argued that this was a deviation
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from the sampling plan, and that the results could be biased

in favor of those offices where both the chief and deputy

were interviewed. However, the interview was designed to have

vv.~._..'...r--,”_<,,r

i the managers use their experience to extend their horizons be-

E yond their current work office, and only o few were unwilling
to take that perspective. Therefore, the pctential effects of
interviewing two managers in the same office should have been
minimal. Alsn, the researchers felt that the benefits of the

increased sample sizes outweighed any bias effect. Overall,

the researchers conducted 82 interviews, 77 of which were
used for the statistical analyses. The actual group sample

sizes are displayed in Table 2.

TABLE 2 |
f Actual Group Sample Size '
§ ASD AFALD |
! Level 1 2§3-1letter 3-letter !
1! Managers offices offices !
. n =21 n=11
Level I1I 4-letter 4-letter
: Managers offices oi fices
: n =19 n = 26
TOTAL n = 40 n= 37

A list of the major program offices in which interviews were

conducted is in Appendix D.

Statistical Results

The statistical snalyses, as outlined in the previous
chapter, tested the research hypotheses. The researchers
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used statistical null hypotheses derived from the research
hypotheses as a basis for the tests. All of the t-values
used for hypothesis testing were calculated using a pooled
variance estimate. The pooled variance estimate is derived
from the sample variances of both groups involved in the test.
Use of the pooled variance was justified because estimates of
the variances of the two underlying populations for each of
the tests proved to be sufficiently equal (based on F-values

calculated by SPSS T-TEST routine (see Appendix B)).

Research Hypothesis 1

The null hypothesis used to test Research Hypothesis
1 was:

ASD program/project managers and AFALD logistics
managers have similar perceptions of the impact of
proposed barriers to the implementation of ILS.

Using a two-tailed student's t-test at a significance
level of a = .05, the researchers were not able to reject this
hypothesis for seven of the eight assumed barriers. (For the
results regarding all of the hypothesis, see Appendii B.)
These results imply that the two groups were in general agree-
ment on the significance of the impact that seven of the eight
factors had on the implementation of ILS in a program office.
However, there was a significantdifference between the two
groups' assessments of the impact of DPML Authority. The
AFALD managers rated the '"lack of decision-making authority"
possessed by the logistics manager as having a much higher

impact than did the ASD group. This result suggests that
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the AFALD group considered the lack of authority a more signi-

ficant barrier to ILS.

Research Hypothesis 2

The null hypothesis used to test Research Hypothesis
2 was:

ASD Level I managers and Level II managers (as defined

in the sample selection plan) have similar perceptions
of the impact of proposed barriers to the implementation
of ILS.

A two-tailed student's t-test at a significance level
of a = .05 was also used to test this hypothesis. The re-
searchers found that the hypothesis could not be rejected for
any of the factors in the tests between ASD management levels
(see Appendix B). These results imply that the different

levels of ASD management in the program office have a gener-

ally uniform perception of the factors and their impact on ILS.

Research Hypothesis 3

The null hypothesis used to test Research Hypothesis
3 was:

AFALD Level 1 maﬂagers and Level II managers (as defined
in the sample selection plan) have similar perceptions of
}Eg'impact of proposed barriers to the implementation of

A two-tailed student's t-test at a significance level

of a= .05 was also used to test this hypothesis. The research-
ers found that the hypothesis could be rejected for only one
of the factors in the tests between AFALD management levels.
These results imply that the different levels of AFALD manage-

ment in the program office have a generally uniform perception
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of the factors and their impact on ILS with respect to all
the proposed barriers except Logistics Design Goal Definition,
The four-letter office personnel (Level II) in AFALD rated
the “inadequate definition of logistics design parameters and
requirements" significantly higher than did the three-letter
office chiefs (Level I)., Both groups rated the factor as

having significant impact, however.

Research Question

The research question was stated as:
What is the rank-order of the significance of the

selected barriers to ILS as rated by the ASD managers

and as rated by the AFALD managers, and how do they
compare?

The researchers ranked the factors according to their
group mean scores to provide an understanding of the general
order of significance of the factors as perceived in each
organization, and to allow comparisons between the organi:za-
tions. The mean scores and the resulting ranks are presented
in Table 3. The mean ratings are representative of the organi-
zations' average placement of the factor in the graphic scale
(measured in millimeters).

The most interesting result of the rank-order exercise
was with respect to DPML Authority. The difference of opinion
between ASD and AFALD on the effect of this factor, first
discovered in the t-test results, reappeared in the rankings.
The logistics managers' ratings ranked DPML Authority as the
third most significant barrier on the list, with a substantial
advantage over the fourth ranked factor. The ASD group, on
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TABLE 3

Proposed Darriers Ranked By
Organization Mean Ratings

{

Rank _Factor A2 ‘Mean | Factor A2 Mean
1 Design Goals 71,73 Design Goals 68.32
2 Goal Conflict 66.05 Goal Conflict 66.11
3 Skills 58.28 DPML Authority 63.78
4 Work Relations 50.65 Skills 58.00
) DPML Authority 50.40 Logistics TgE 53.57
6 Tools 48.00 Org. Structure 17.62
7 Logistics T{E 47.85 Tools 47.14
8 Org. Structure 43,88 Work Relations 42.97

the other hand, ranked DPML Authority fifth, where it was among
four closely grouped factors perceived as having only moderate
impact.

The results of the rank-orders corroborate the findings
of the t-tests. There was general agreement between the two
organizations with respect to the ranking of the factors.
General agreement, that is, except concerning the effects of
authority (or lack thereof) given to the logistics manager.

Frequency Tables of Interview
Subjects' Comments

Tables 4 through 11 are frequency tallies of the com-
ments the interview subjects offered to explain the way each
ranked the assumed barriers to ILS. There is one table for
each of the assumed barriers. Table 12 is a compilation of
other factors the respondents deemed significant. These tables
are admittedly simplified, as they are only intended to
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highlight the gener=z1l content of the complete comments which

are included in Appendix E,
Within each table, the general subjects of the commeuts i
L are listed in the left margin, and the number of times the '?

comment occurred is tallied in the table. The frequencies are 1

e g

further broken down by the group to which the respondent be-
longed, either ASD or AFALD. Finally, the tallies are sub-

% , divided by the degree of significance the respondent attached
to his ranking of the impact of the barrier. The degrees of
snigificance were "significant" impact, ''some" impact, and

L "low" impact. The assignment of the "impacts'" were somewhat

arbitrary judgments of the researchers, and were based on the :
Fo relative position at which the respondent marked the graphical

rating scale (Appendix A). ;

Other Considerations

-

© em————

The researchers made several observations during the

course of the study that may assist in reviewing the findings:

1) Although the interview guide was intended to stand :
alone, the rating process had to be further explained to ;F
several interview subjects. While the researchers did want ?
to limit interaction with the subjects before and during the
rating exercise, they believed that the explanations rendered
did not compromise any of the findings.

2) 1In approximately five interview situations, two

subjects were interviewed simultaneously in the same room.

The double interviews were caused by the subjects' availability
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TABLE 4

Organizational Structure Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

TR IR AR T e v orEmmmenTmeRey, v ommrmmmm—m—w——eeee o mm o rmme e e o o e e e T e s s rm e e T e e

. ASD AFALD
Comment sig some low| sig some low
1. Dual chain of command 4 4 4 2 1
divides DPML loyalty
2. Low DPML organization 2 3
position
3. Another organization 1 3 1 1
structure is better
4. Dual chain of command
is beneficial 3 2 3 1 2
5. Too many bureaucratic 1 1
procedures in AFLC
6. DPML is at the proper 1 3 2
organization level

Observations:
1. 39 subjects (48%) commented on this barrier.

2. Few subjects felt the DPML was in a low position in the
organization; six subjects commented the DPML was at
the rig 't power position.

3. Between divisions, nearly equal numbers (8§7) felt the
dual chain of command affected the DPMLs adversely.
An almost equal number felt the dual chain of cormand
was an advantage to the DPML,

4. Of those who felt another organization structure would
be better, two criticized the matrix concept. The re-
mainder anticipated improvements with the creation of
DCS/AL at HQ AFSC.
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TABLE 5

DPML Authority Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

T e,

; ASD AFALD
T Comnent sig some iow] sig some low
1. DPML constrained by AFLC 3 1 1
bureaucracy
: 2. DPML's authority depends }
? on his personal traits 3 1 6 4 3 ]
3. DPML has no authority; 3 2 4
is advisor or liaison ]

E '4. DPML should not have 2 1 :
~ control of funds
@ 5. Military grade structure 1 1
: limits DPML vice PM
] i
; 6. DPML should have control 5 1
: of funds for support
b
X 7. Functional title gives 4 . 1 3
" DPML authority .

H

i

2 gk AL e e

Observations:

1. 47 subjects (57%) commented on this barrier.

: 2. Significantly more respondents in both divisions felt ;
the perscnality characteristics of the DPML were more g
important than the legitimate power or authority de-
rived from the functional organization.

3. Three ASD respondents stated the DPML should have no ?
, control over any funds for support issues. No AFALD o
subjects echoed this. 1n contrast, only five subjects !
stated the DPML should have control over funds, and
these were all AFALD personnel.

4. Nine subjects, from both divisions, f~lt authority was _
a barrier, since the DPML has no authority whatsoever. !
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TABLE 6

Logistics Management Tools Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

: Comment l;gsﬁizlow 51544:§32D low

- 1. General Comments

: a. Users lack experience |1 2 )

. b. Not useful all phases |1 1 1 1 2

o c. Tools lack credibilityy1 1 3| 1 1 3

| 2. Life-cycle cost models

Lo a. Users do not tailor 1 1 1 i

§ b. Lack credibility 2 3| 2 2 :

i c. Users lack skills 1 1 1 1

E 3. LSA

g a. Redundant 1 1

E b. Good tool if tailored 2 :
| c. Users lack skills 1 2 1

Db d. Guidance is poor 2

N 4. Lessons Learned |
: a. Useless 1 3 ‘ '
”i b. Not applied properly 2 1 |

Observations: i
1. 42 subjects (51%) commented on this barrier.
2. '"Lack of credibility'" appears a minus for all tools. B
3. The lack of si-pificant comments for tools may reflect
either ambivalence about their usefulness, or ignorance
of the uses and objectives of the tools.

4. Only one ASD respondent commented on LSA, which may
show the amount of attention paid this most highly
touted tool.

NPTV LI SR U U I

‘
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TABLE 7

Logistics Skills Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

Comment

1.

2.

Lack early involvement
of analysts, engineers

Lack proper skills in a
certain program phase

. Generally lack any use-

ful skills/experience

. Logisticians move around

too much

. Training, guidance, or

leadership lacking

. Manning levels are

inadequate

ASD AFALD

sig some low | sig some low

4 2 5 1

2 1 :
11 5 10 6 1 |
3 4 2 ;
2 1 5 1

1 1

1.
2.

Observations:
68 subjects (83%) commented on this barrier.

Both ASD and AFALD respondents felt strongly the lack of !
any type of relevant experience or skill was a more !
significant barrier to ILS that the problem of early '
involvement and special skills tied to a particular

acquisition phase.

The lack of relevant skills could be a function of the i
training, guidance, and leadership mentioned as equally |
significant by ASD and AFALD respondents. , Ly

YR VY™ S e SIS §
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TABLE 8

- Working Relations Frequency of ?
f ! Comments with Impact Ratings E
ok | 4
] ASD AFALD | 3
o Comment sig some low | sig some low .
‘ 1. Technical competence 1 1 ]
' enhances communications
2. Personal, professional, 5 2 3 3 2 g
or technical conflicts z
3. Lack of communication due N
b 1 1 E
; ) to specialized language ‘
4, Lack of involvement by S 1 3 2 2 2
logisticians
i 5. Conflict due to divided 1 1 1
loyalties
Observations:

1. 37 respondents (45%) commented on this barrier,

2. Personnel of both divisions agreed that conflicts
caused by personality, professional, or technical
issues were a significant barrier.

. 3. Both divisions agreed that logisticians tend to delay
' getting involved in relevant issues in the program
3 office.

4, The special technical languages of acquisition logistics
and systems engineering weire not mentioned frequently by
personnel of either division as being a barrier,.

60

L . ‘..‘L . T S ST T U Cr N T PR T T SRy 1P e e A A a e




TABLE 9

Logistics Design Goal Definition Frequency
of Comments with Impact Ratings

Observations:

S ASD AFALD ]

E 1 Comment Sig_some 1low | sig some low

; |

; k 1. Design parameters cannot 7 1 5

- be quantified

L 2. Cannot predict effects 3 1
of design requirements ‘
3. Wrong people are trying 4 ] |
to define the goals : i

4. Log goals subordinate to 5 1 1 ,

| other program goals

. 5. Lack of incentives to 1 4 1

- contractors

; 6. No agreement on what log | , 3

f goals should be

| 7. Goals not determined 1 6 1 ;

: early enough

E 8. Program directives are 3 4 1

“ not specific, binding é

X 9. Well-defined requirements 1 5

3 priced-out by contractor 1

|

!

Ao R sl

l. 61 subjects (74%) comments on this barrier.

2. Both AFALD and ASD personnel agreed it is very diffi-
cult to specify concrete logistics design requirements
or goals, due partly to a lack of skilled technicians,
indefinite program directives, and a lack of using
command involvement.

ot Bt it s

3. Few AFALD personnel felt the problem was due to a
subordination of logistics program objectives to the
program objectives. Five ASD program managers felt
this was a significant problem. ‘
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TABLE 10

Logistics Test and Evaluation Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

- ASD AFALD
| Comments sig some Jow|sig some low
1. Inadequate funds for 4 1 1
T§E
2. Time constraints due to 2 1 1

10C, concurrency

3. Logistics T&E subordinuite 2 1 3 1 1
to other program goals

4. Cannot define tests for
supportability

\ 5. Inadequate reporting of 1 1
test results

V.

6. Testing too late to be
of any use 1 2 3 1

7. The wrong people, skills 1
involved in tests

Observations:

wr e~ —— ey

1. 30 subjects (37%) commented on this barrier.

2. Only the ASD respondents felt the impacts of inadequate
funding and time constraints were significant barriers
to supportability TG&E.

e . it i AR

mnd e e Gt i 2.
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TABLE 11

Goal Confli<t Frequency of
Comments with Impact Ratings

ASD AFALD |

Comment sig some low | sig some lo
1. The goals are cost, 9 7 2 2
schedule, performance
2. Short-term savings 6 7 1
mentality of managers
3. Not enough money to do 3 3
all requirements
4, Accelerated schedules, 1 1 1
I0C dates
5. PM is rated on cost, 4 1 7
schedule
6. Inherent bias to per- 3 1

formance in tradeoffs

7. PMs do not stay in 2 1
program long enough

8. The goal conflict problenj 1 4
is overrated

Observations:
1. 67 subjects (82%) commented on this barrier.

2. There are generally consistent perceptions between
groups on the nature of this barrier. Almost equal
numbers in each division felt cost, schedule, and per-
formance were the goals of primary importance in any

program,
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TABLE 12

Other Factors Considered Significant
by Interview Subjects

Observations:

é Comments ASD AFALD '

i 1. Overall program funding 4 5
2. Contracting policies 1 3 |
3. Funds, schedule changes 2 i

- 4, Lack guidance in PMDs 1 3

} 5. Non-standard SE 3 ;

E 6. Other (nine different factors) 3 6

;

f

1. 31 subjects (36%) suggested a potential barrier to ILS .
that was not included in the interview rating exercise.

S R O

2. Some of the suggested barriers (e.g., overall program i
funding) were accounted for by other subjects as a
source of "Goal Conflict."

) 3. No additional factor was mentioned frequently enough to
: significantly affect the overall ranking of the barriersg b
as presented in Chapter IV, "Findings." Lo

o et M i
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and space restrictions, Since the graphical rating exercises
were still completed independently, this arrangement should
not have compromised any of the statistical findings. A sub-
ject's comments, however, could have been influenced by
another's presence. The researchers recognize this as a weak-
ness, but believe that it had a minimal effect on the statis-
tical findings.

3) As anticipated in interview-based research, the

interviewers matured during the data gathering. Each suc-
ceeding interview dadded to their skill in administering the
instrument, and to their knowledge of the subject matter.
The likely results of this maturation were more and richer
comments from the later interviews because of the increased
ability to ask the "right questions" during the open-ended
portion of the interview.

4) The matter of organizational structure turned out
to be more complex than anticipated. During the data gather-
ing process, the researchers learned of the creation of the
DCS/AL at HQ AFSC. Most of the subjects knew something about
the new office, and some speculated on its eventual effects.
The organizational structure for acquisition logistics, there-
fore, was changing during the research, and this dynamic state
makes any conclusions about the effects of organizational

structure questionable.
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A Final Caveat

t
F
%

Because of the difficulty associated with accurately

measuring opinions and perceptions, the authors of this re-

: search do not desire to imply any undue statistical rigor to
the results of this study. All of the basic tenets of
? ‘ scientific research were followed, and every attémpt was made '
| to produce reliable and valid results. Howeve., this research
was designed as a pilot study of the possible barriers to

implementing ILS in a program office, and the researchers are

content to present the results as general indications which

B future researchers may wish to consider, b
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Research Hypothzssis 1: Perceptions
Between ASD and AFALD

Research Hypothesis 1 was:

The percepiions of the significance of eight assumed
barriers to fully implementing ILS in aeronautical
» systems acquisition differ between ASD progrem/prciect
@ managers and AFALD logistics managers.

Based on the findings, the researchers rejected Research

Hypothesis 1 for all factors except DPML Authority.

Discussion
’ There was general agreement between ASD and AFALD

managers on the relative impact of seven of the eight proposed

e Sl

barriers on the implementation of ILS. The single factor

e - e

i

which evoked a significant disagreement between the two
organizations was DPML Authority. For the purposes of this i
research, the factor entitled DPML Authovrity was previously
defined as:
The lack of decision-making authority delegated to

the logistics manager, such as inadequate inputs, coor-

dination, or approval over the way in which program ;

funds are spent and other program decisions are made. D
As the literature review pointed out, the role and authority
of the DPML position has been a matter of much discussion and
disagreement since its creation. It would appear that this

fact has not changed since Price and Deal (28) discovered the
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differences in 1973, and that the nominal authority of the

DPML has not been improved since the advent of the AFALD in
1976.

Research Hypothesis 2: Perceptions
Within the ASD

Research Hypothesis 2 was:

: The perceptions of the significance of the eight

' assumed barriers to fully implementing ILS in aero-
nautical systems acquisition are uniform between
organizational levels within the ASD.

Based on the findings of this research, the rescarchers failed

to reject Research Hypothesis 2 for all eight factors.

Discussion
There was general agreement between management levels
of the ASD regarding all eight of the proposed barriers to

ILS. No significant differences existed in the ratings for

e e — s = e

any factor between Level I and Level II managers. Therefore,
the researchers judge that the ASD group mean ratings accu-

, rately represent the impact of the factors as perceived

| throughout ASD program/project management levels in system

program offices.

Research Hypothesis 3: Percepticns
Within the AFALD

! Research Hypothesis 3 was:

The perceptions of the significance of the eight
t assumed barriers to fully implementing ILS in aero-
nautical systems acquisition are uniform between
organizational levels within the AFALD.

Based on the findings of this research, the researchers failed
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to reject Research Hypothesis 3 for all eight factors.,

Discussion
There was substantial agreement between different
management levels in AFALD regarding the relative impact of

- wroposed barriers to ILS. However, a difference was found

‘ ' between the ratings of Level I and Level II managers in AFALD
with respect to Logistics Design Goal Definition. The Level J
; I1 managers rated this factor higher than Level I managers.

However, both management levels rated this factor as signifi-

cant, and the difference was only with respect to the degree
of significance. The Level II group rated Logistics Design

Goal Definition as the most significant barrier, In contrast,

g T o e

Level I managers rated this factor third most important,

behind DPML Authority and Goal Conflict. Even with this dif-

ference in the cegree of significance, there remained an

x overall uniformity of perception among the management levels

in AFALD regarding the impact of the factors. Therefore, the i

researchers judge that the AFALD group mean ratings accurately

represent the impact of the factors as perceived throughout

logistics management levels in system program offices at ASD.

b v abid < mon e+ 1 an

Research Question: Rank-Order of Barriers

The Research Question was:
What is the rank order of the significance of the

eight assured barriers to ILS as rated by the ASD

managers and as rated by the AFALD managers, and how
do they compare?

Based on the findings of the research, both groups of managers
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ranked Logistics Design Goal Definition and Goal Conflict as

the most significant barriers to fully incorporating ILS.

Discussion

Four of the factors proposed as barriers to ILS by

this research deserve further attention by virtue of being
ranked well above the other factors. Both groups of managers ' ’
consistently rated three factors as the most significant
barriers to the implementation of ILS. The three factors per-
ceived as having a high negative impact by both groups were
previously defined as (listed in descending order of signi-

ficance):

i 1) Logistics Design Goal Definition: Inadequate
definition of logistics design parameters and require-

. ments in program directives, combined with the diffi-

P culty in translating those parameters which are

L identified into achieveable, verifiable goals for the

contractor.

2) Goal Conflict: For example, system design
trade-offs which consistently and forcefully emphasize
performance oriented goals over loag-term support-
ability goals.

3) Logistics Skills: Failure to employ appropri- :
ately skilled logisticians during the different phases !
of the acquisition cycle. Due possibly to a lack ox
skilled or trained logistics specialists, or to mis-
assignment of available specialists.

o Rt e e

The significance of these findings is that if the barrier of
Goal Conflict does begin to erode, as intended by the Carlucci f

Initiatives, the members of the logistics community must be

concerned about their ability to step forward and define

clearly what good logistice design goals are. "
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The AFALD managers also rated the lack of DPML Author-

:
g,;

ity as a significant barrier (ranked second between Goal

Conflict and Logistics Skills), while the ASD group did not.

The rescarchers cannot confidently conclude that this is a

significant barrier to ILS based solely on the AFALD rating.

Before any action is undertaken to increase the logistics

manager's authority in the program office, a more in-depth
study of the situation should be completed. A common argu-

ment against rating this factor as significant was that it is

not the authority delegated to the logistics manager that will
make the ILS effort work, but its success has more to do with ;

the initiative and aggressiveness of the logistics manager

himself.

P In both organizations there seemed to be a natural

) break-point in the ratings below which the differences between
factors were so small that it was difficult to establish one

3 factor as more significant than another. In addition, the

- —

‘ factors that were rated below the break-point fell in the

"Some'" and "Low'" impact categories on the graphic scale. The

S i b it et 1l il ) il it , e

researchers used this breuk to discriminate between the signi-
ficant barriers and the rest of the factors. There were four
factors that were consistently rated below this point and, ;
therefore, were classified as barriers of only moderate impact.
These four factors were:

1) Organizational Structure

2) Logistics Management Tools
3) Working Relations
71
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4) Test and Evaluation
(Note: For the definitions associated with these factors in

this research, see Appendix A.)

Generalizability of Findings

The findings of this research are not generalizable
outside the realm of aeronautical system acquisition. The
differences inherent between the major Air Forre acquisition
divisions, and the unique logistics requirements of complex
aeronautical systems make it difficult to transfer the find-
ings of this research to other types of systems and their

acquisition.

Recommendations

The researchers offer these recommendations for further
study, based on the findings of this research:

1) Examine each of the barriers identified as '"signi-
ficant" in more detail to formulate methods to remove them or
reduce their impact. Special attention should be gi?en to
studying the situation surrounding the factor of DPML Author-
ity in an effort to understand the different perceptions of
this issue, and to discover if the lack of authority possessed
by the logistics manager does, in fact, inhibit an effective
ILS program. The comments collected during this research
(Appendix E) should help to frame this study.

2) Reaccomplish this research while controlling for

a) the different phases of the programs, and b) the size and

72
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1 complexity of the acquisition program. It is possible that
E
f pursuing a study of this nature would identify different bar-
% riers to ILS depending on the controlled variables.
:
% 3) Examine the same factors in the environments of
. other AFSC product divisions, or the acquisition processes of
? other services, to discover if some of the same issues are
evident throughout the DoD acquisition arena.
i - 1
| ;
y
|
! i
f» |
!
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Schedule No.
PERSONAL DATA

1. What is your present grade?

o A. 0-1 to 0-3 D. GS-9 to GS-12

L B. 0-4 to 0-§ E. GS-13 to GS-14
C. 0-6 or higher F. GS-15 or higher
G. Other

2. How long have you worked in system acquisition?

5 A. Less than six months C. One to two years
P B. Six months to one year D. More than two years

P 3. To which organization are you assigned?

A. ASD C. Other: specify
B. AFALD :J

' 4. The number of letters in my work day office symbol is:

T
P A. Two C. Four or more

» B. Three

L ' g
%; 5. I would classify my overall experience in systems acqui- 34
E 4

sition as primarily related to:

A, The logistics aspects of acquisition programs
. Program management or systems engineering aspects
Both A and B
Other: specify

onOw

D e atma b e ki ekl
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A HYPOTHETICAL CASE

A Systems Program Manager and his Deputy for Logistics have
come to you for advice. The program for which they are
responsible is proceeding well technologically, but they

are having difficulty integrating logistics requirements with
the development program. Together they have developed a list
P of the possible factors which may be contributing to their

! problem. The twc managers are confident that with your

t advice, they will gain a better understanding of the relative
impact each of the factors is having on the logistics progran.
They have asked you to apply your personal experience and
professional judgment to help them.

INSTRUCTIONS

A. FROM YOUR OWN EXPERIENCE, please help the managers rate
. the probable relative impact of each of the factors they ]
have described. ]

B, PLEASE READ THE ENTIRE LIST OF FACTORS before you
attempt to rate the impact of any of them.

i C. SELECT the factor you feel has the MOST IMPACT, mark it ]
! on the scale, and place the number of the factor next to :
! the mark.

D. CONVERSELY, identify the factor you feel has the LEAST
IMPACT and mark it on the scale, along with its identifying
number,

— -
it

-

E. REPEAT STEPS C and D using the remaining factors until
you have marked all the factors on the scale.

F. 1If you feel two or more factors are equally important, i
use a single mark, but please be sure all factor numbers ‘
are accounted for.

EXAMPLE OF THE RATING PROCESS DESCRIBED: What is relative f
impact of each of these factors on your check book balance? ‘ ;

1. ENTERTAINMENT EXPENSES F=
High impact {a j
] 2. CAR LOAN [ )
Some impact 1 ]
3. HOME MORTGAGE
Low impact 14 o
4. MEDICAL EXPENSES L B
0
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Schedule No.

FACTORS

1. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE: Primarily the low relative

position of the integrated logistics support office within
the program office, and the dual chain of command for the

logistics manager.

2. DPML AUTHORITY: The lack of decision-making authority
delegated to the logistics manager, such as inadequate inputs,
coordination, or approval over the way in which program

funds are spent and other program decisions are made.

3. LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT TOOLS: The misuse or non-use of
such quantitative and qualitative tools as Life Cycle Cost
(LCC) models, Logistics Supportability Analyses (LSA), and
Lessons Learned repositories during support and product
design.

\ 4, LOGISTICS SKILLS: Failure to employ appropriately
‘ skilled logisticians during the different phases of the
acquisition cycle, Due possibly to a lack of skilled or
trained logistics specialists, or to misassignment of
b available specialists.

- e p—— e as o

—— -

5. WORKING RELATIONS: Lack of communication or cooperation
between the logistics personnel and other functional i
specialists within the program office. :

‘ 6. LOGISTICS DESIGN GOAL DEFINITION: Inadequate definition g
of logistics design parameters and requirements in program
directives, combined with the difficulty in translating
those parameters which are identified into achievable,
verifiable goals for the contractor, i

7. TEST AND EVALUATION: Inadequate T§E for supportability :
characteristics due to poor planning, limited budgeting, or i
other resource and time constraints. ¢

8. GOAL CONFLICT: For example, system design trade-offs
which consistently and forcefully emphasize performance
oriented gonals over long-term supportability goals.

77
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Schedule No.

Graphical rating scale: All factor rankings will go on one
i scale. Make a hash mark which indicates your feelings about
g the impact each listed factor had on the problems in the
hypothetical program office. Make sure each hash mark is
identified by the number of the factor which it represents.

R e L

Significant Impact

Some Impact

Low Impact

i et
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Schedule No.

RAW DATA COLLECTION SHEET

1. Respondent's explanations of ratings for top factors:

E
.
? i
[ 4 :
l:
1
L
:
i
J
|
2. Respondent's suggesticns of other significant factors. ‘
L
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FDABR2320655585344376
TOBCA3462 737168356466
EDBCCT3T3 34345725 24R2
CDAARB45345815083293648
FDABB175145221271678°
DDBCA&KH7T 002618568093
BDABB 4343 245035873080
BDBCA63B82933205461116
CDABR53425334258S57771
CBBBA365227211562627°7
TDBBASS5T73 308673672517
CDABCA934566325634077
CDAARR963 564632505087
COABR6224 487371873154
DDBCC2365377953614670
EDABB1231459060707083
CDABB2655627290427147
FDABBS75561 7525459090
£EDBCAO303 442052237180
DDBCC 6RAI2 3TTISB491T06
BOBCCUA60 314724540657
ADACB1313545496654889
CBABB 2625 525226775278
BDBCA1462513930342288
BDBCCS0557365450921424
BDCCC25775735546846594
EDRCD0935766269787486
COBRA10402461559116581
FDBBCI377501313337158
EDBRC25125673365T74630
ADACA4237 348476584967
BDOBCCTI795373T3 735353
BDACC 71654845177 322684
BDAHB1413297269503661
BOACBRB861 432233351274
DOBCAS3I453168466P 3882
BOAHC 2327 6574447260154
£0BBC BAT3IH0L603975390
DCBCA267F 417453344520
DCBCAT77213576465512¢
BCBCA 744225521637 6731
ADACRB232434502381:15%0
CDACHG6325407485561426
EDABCSS17 30376334460
BOCCA2833234635344217
ADACC 9292 524231617090

LI

ILS ANALYSIS DATA FILE
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CCBBA24855147137335300
DDBCR12637787226583333
0DCCCS5881588158292929
DDCCC61846T77453304022
EDBCA4040614374744061
BDOACB1021517043938371
DDCCC3045592520855292
DDACBD06931251238326403
DDACB4194508676611627
BDACB33441086746321%3
BDACB11283035304534177
CDBBC758437000732CA7H7
ODABRS2352TTTT241772452
ADACCH472253<52R04480
EDACB2662266243757850
DDBCAS062399486783069
£0ACB5965728059875087
CDBBCT7B85417051346390
BDBBA 9361 683093975555
ADBCC9395405706366779
DDBCA104321562753788%
CDAACD611 312616361322
FDAAB3273036491563720
DDACB7690412003533387
BDACCAR66666T5669355E5
COAAR286T5158427867175
BDABB5557607765716251
ODBCAS247583728686574
£0BCAS175726726216360
EDBCA449566505874528¢
CDAAD1B235360427-4733
ADACHA083082159333,57T2
£DBCCA3835454282323238
ADBCA2T744T65365558495
CDCBBAR020164527556335
ADACBSOT0635578532445
EOF
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GROUP 1 -ASD
GROUP 2 - AFALD

VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES ME AN DCVIATION
ggG STRUCTURE
GROUP 1 40 43.8750 24.916
GRIUP 2 37 47.6216 27 .845

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROBe. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

1.25 .496 ~eb62 75 «535
VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
g;HL AUTHORITY
GROUP 1 40 504000 25.39¢4
GROUP 2 37 63.7338 22.409

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGRFES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREZEDOM PROS.

1.28 451 ~2.44 75 «017

84

STANDARD
ERROR

3.940

4,578

STANDARD
ERROR

4.015

3.684
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GROUP 1 - ASD
GROUP 2 - AFALD

VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
ggG HANAGEMENT TOOLS
GROUP 1 40 48.0000 20.474
GROUP 2 36 47.1389 19.152

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2~TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROD .

1.14 .692 19 T4 «851
VARIABLE NUMBER STANODARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
Q9
SKILLS
6ROUP 1 40 58.2750 214655
6RIUP 2 36 58.0000 21.533

POOLED VARIANCT ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGRELS OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOA PROR.

1.01 .978 «06 T4 «956
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STANDARD
ERROR

34237

301?2

STANDARD
ERROR

3. 424

3.589
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GROUP 1 = ASD
GRGUP 2 - AFALD

VARIABLE KNUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION
Q10
WORKING RELATIONS
GROUP 1 40 50.6500 27.530
GROUP 2 37 42.9730 26.156

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2=TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

1.1 759 1.25 75 «214%
VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
Q11
LOG DESIGN 60AL DEFINITION
GRJOUP 1 A0 717250 17.461
GROUP 2 37 68 43243 21.217

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2~TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUEL FREEDOM FROB.

STANDARD

£RROR

4,353

4.300

STANDARD
ERROR

2.761

3.488

DT BN




GROUP 1 = ASD
t ' GROUP 2 - AFALD

VARIABLE ) NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD
OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION ERROR
Q12
TEST & EvaAL
GROUP 1 40 47.8500 23.139 3,659
i GROUP 2 37 53.5676 22.164% 3.644

POOLED VAKX I[ANCE ESTIMATE

F 2=-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUEL PROBs VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

E

; 1.09 .797 -1.i1 75 «273
g CTTTTTTTTTETT T T ;
: 1
« i
; VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD ¥
i OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION ERROR !j
{ 013 i
SOAL CONFLICT ¥
;
. GROUP 1 40 6640500 22.985 3.63¢4 i
GROUP 2 36 66-1111 27.201 4.533 ?

FOOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL ‘T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROBe VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

l.40 306 ~e01 74 «9%2
87
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GROUP 1 =ASD LEVEL II
GROUP 2 -ASD LEVEL I

VARTABLE NUMRE R STANDARD
~ OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION
| 0RG STRUC TURE
f GROUP 1 19 47.3158 26.781
GROUF 2 21 49.7619 23.317

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

, F 2=-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAlL
t VALUE PROB. VALUE F REED OM PROB.

1.32 .545 «83 38 413
" DR D S D A D MR s D D e TP D D . WD B e T - W - G . - -
. .
B
Py
i VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
3 OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
5 Q7
DPML AUTHORITY
: GROUP 1 19 S8e4737 26,551
GROUP 2 21 43.06952 22,474

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-7AIL
VALUE PROBe. VALUE FREEDON PROB.

1.40 o459 1.98 38 «055

D DD EE AR R ER WP WD G Y AP A S E S GG G S . - S R WD e G - .
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STANNARD
ERROR

6.14%

5.088

STANDARD
ERROR

64091

4.904
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'GROUP 1 =-ASD LEVEL II

6ROUP 2 =-ASD LEVEL I

VARIABLE NUMBER
OF CASES
Q8
LOG MANAGEMENT TOOLS
GROUP 1 19
GROUP 2 21

ME AN

45.3684

49.4762

STANDARD
DEVIATION

24.379

16.663

POGLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM

2.14 .102 “o~1 38
VARIABLE NUMBER
OF CASES MEAN
Q9
SKILLS
GROUP 1 19 58.4211
GROUP 2 21 58.1429

PROB.

STANDARD
DEVIATION

23.025 .

20.910

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL

STANDARD
ERROR

5.593

3636

STANDARD
ERROR

S5.282

4.563

e Bl ol somdd =

VALUE PROBe. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
1421 <673 « 04 38 «968
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GROUP 1 =« ASD LEVEL II
GROUP 2 - ASD LEVEL I

VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
CF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
Q10
WORKING RELATIONS
GROUP 1 19 5642632 28.482

G6ROUP 2 21 45.5714 26.284

PODLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROBe.

1.17 724 1.23 38 «224
VARIABLE NUMBE™ STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
G11
LOG DESIGN GOAL DEFINITION
GROUP 1 19 726316 17.551
GROUP 2 21 70.9048 17.770

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PRO3. VALUE FREEDOM PROB .«

1.03 .96% «31 38 « 759
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STANDARD
ERROR

6.534

5736

STANDARD
ERROR

4.0256

3878
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GROUP 1 = ASD IEVEL II
GROUP 2 - ASD IEVEL I

VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
912
TEST & SvaL
GROUF 1 19 45.0526 23.049
SROUP 2 21 SD.3810 23.489

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

1.04  .342 -eT2 38 «A74
VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
a1
GCAL CONFLICY
6ROVP 1 19 677368 25.309
GROUP 2 21 64.5238 21.179

POOLED VARTANCE ESTIMATE

F 2=-TAIL T OEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE  PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

1.43  .439 .44 388 «665
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STARDARD -
‘ERROK

5.288

5.126

STANDARD
ERROR

S5.8086

4622
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GROUP 1 - AFALD 1EVEL II
GROUP 2 -~ AFALD LEVEL I

AR LN TR

| _ VAR IABLE NUMBER STANDARD  STANDARD

: OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR

f :gc STRUC TURE : ]
- s
- GROUP 1 26 44,7692 264973 5.290 |
| GRIUP 2 11 54.3636 30.021 9.052

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

E F 2=-TaIlL T  DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
- VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM  PRUB.

; ! 1-2. 0631 ' ".9" 35 03‘5

E ,
' e ah s A G WS T WS G WD DGk GRLH TR S OGS ws G ok T G G G SE GRS O Gh D aF T % e - ‘
' ¥
| _ VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD  STANDARD 3
i OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION ERROR ;J
: DPML AUTHORITY '
¥
3 GROUP 1 26 64.9615 20.801 4.079 i
, :
GROUP 2 11 61.0000 26.721 84057 a

POOLFD VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-TAIL L DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROR. VALUE FREEOOHM PROB. .

1.65 <299 »49 35 «630
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6ROUP 1 = AFALD IEVEL II .
GROUP 2 = AFALD LEVEL I

STYANDARD STANDARD

A VARIABLE NUMBER

5 © OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR

| \ :gs MANAGEMENT TOOLS

‘ GROUP 1 25 49.8800 20.167 4,033 1
GROUP 2 11 40.9091 15.694 ,.732

v

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2-7TAIL k! DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.

«200

f 1.65 <412 131 34

P e L L T R T L T L L Rk - e WD e So M G G W W e Gn

STANDARD STANDARD

VARIABLE NUMBE R
OF CASES MEAN . DEVIATION ERROR
a3
SKILLS i
G GROUP 1 26 59.7692 18.762 3,680 g
3 : : !
GROUP 2 10 $3.400° 28.155 8.903 '

POCLED VARIANCE ESTVIMATE

-
S F 2-TAIL T  DEGREES OF 2-VAIL
S VALUE PROB. VALUE  FREEDOM  PROB.
3 ! 2025 9106 ‘79 3. -st
N 4
’ B wr s W S 4 o -on----o--.---—w-----.--u-o--—---- :
i
i
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GROUP 1 ~ AFALD LEVEL 1I
GROUP 2 - AFALD LEVEL I

5 VARIABLE NUMBE R STANDARD
! 0% CASES ME AN DEVIATION
010
WORKING RELATIONS
‘ GROVYP 1 26 AS.8846 24 .494
GROUP 2 11 36.0909 29.814

POOLED VARIANCE ESTINATE

T T YT AT e e o b 7

F 2-TAIL T

DEGREES OF 2-TAIL

VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
1.48 <408 1.04 35 -304
bl eesceccccccca-e- ———m—— ——————————————— -
o
N
E‘ VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD
f} OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION
| Q11
: LOG DESIGN GOAL DEFINLITION
GROUP 1 26 6249615 21.379
GROUP 2 11 81.0000 15.047

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE

F 2=-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TAIL

L A LA M DA

STANDARD
ERROR

4,804 ' ]

8.989

STANDARD
ERROR

4.193

4537

VALUE PROBe VALUE FREEDOM PROB.
2.02 <246  ~2.54 35 <016
94
\
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GROUP 1 - AFALD IEVEL II
GROUP 2 -~ AFALD IEVEL I

VARIABLE NUMBE R STANDARD  STANDARD
- © OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION E£RROR
Q12
TEST & EVAL :
GROUP 1 25 53,0000 23.350 4,579 }
|
GROUP 2 11 54,2091 20.067 6.050 !
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE
F  2-TAIL YT DEGREES OF 2-TAIL
VALUE PROB. VALUE FREEDOM  PROB.
135 635 -.24 35 <815
’ VARIABLE NUMBER STANDARD  STANDARD
OF CASES ME AN DEVIATION ERROR
013
GOAL CONFLICT
GROUP 1 26 63.4231 27,363 Se366
GROUP 2 10 73.1000 26.876 8499
POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE
F 2-TAIL T DEGREES OF 2-TATL
VALUT PROB. VALUE FREEDOM  PROH.
1.0% 1.000 ~.95 34 «346
95
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APPENDIX C

-

ASD ORGANIZATION CHART
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APPENDIX D
SAMPLE SELECTION CHART
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Method:

1) Candidate offices meeting criteria (CHAPTER III)
selected from ASD organization chart (Appendix C).

2) Offices ordered top-to-bottom, left-to-right order.

3) Offices randomly assigned an identification number.

4) Identification numbers were randomly selected.

5) The first 15 office identification numbers selected de-
fined the sample population. (NOTE: o office from ASD/AE was
among the 15. 1In a departure from the random plan, the first
AE office ID number selected was included in the sample for
balance.)

ID NUMBERS  CORRESPONDING
OFFICE SYMBOL  ID NUMBER  “gpiperen™  OFFICE SELECTED

RW 25 7 YZ
RWH 34 33 Bl
RWJ I3 23 TA
RWS 6 2 YP
RWH 24 10 TAF
RWR 29 20 AF
RWT - 31 26 AFN
RWN 3 3 RWN
TA 23 9 AFY
TAF 10 27 YZN
TAX 21 28 YYA
TAA 35 36 YZA
TAM 8 13 YY -
AF 20 21 TAX
AFN 26 6 PWS
AFX 22 14

AFY 9 35

AFH 11 29

AFZ 22 14

AFG 1 34

AE 15 30 AES
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Organization of Comments

This appendix is a compilation of the comments each of

the interview subjects offereu as explanations of their rank-

ings of the barriers to ILS. Also included are the subjects'

selection of other "significant" barriers, and a list of
general comments about acquisition logistics. The comments
are not quoted exactly; rather, they are paraphrased based
on “he interviewers' interpretations of the comments.

The comments are organized within the eight categories ;
of barriers assumed to exist for this research. The barriers

are listed in the order they appear in the interview schedule

(Appendix A). Within each category, the comments axe listed
in order of the significance each group attached to the bar-
rier. Finally, the comments are divided by the sample

E groups: first ASD, then AFALD ( the numbers preceding the

‘ comments identify the interview control number). For example,

the comments related to barrier one, Organization Structure,

- ——

are organized as follows:

, 1. ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE
! A. SIGNIFICANT (impact on incorporating ILS)
' (1). ASD Comments
(2). AFALD Comrents
B. SOME (impact on incorporating ILS)
(1). ASD Comments
(2). AFALD Comments
C. LOW (impact on incorporating ILS)
(1). ASD Comments
(2). AFALD Comments

A typical heading for a group of comments is:

ASD 1. ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE LOW
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ASD 1. ORGANIZATICNAL STRUCTIRE SIGNIF ICANT *

112, PPML. shops furnished by AFLC, so loyalty is that way, They abtrogate their acquisition logisticy
1 responsibilities. It is difficult to convince thea they are on the teas. The quality of people viries,
The DPHL should be at least az high as the projects group in the Pits eyes.

t 117, Logs are stretched between cosmands. Kew structure of DCS/AL should help.

132, Perceived status of ILS office sust step out of second class citizen. This status should be
legislated first, then ILSD must live up to new status. t

134, Have trouble getting support for some projects from eatrix personnel. Priorities are not in
synchronization, particularly in foraative prograss,

148, Worked in ALD/ASD joint managed prograa, buying off-the-shelf aquipsent. This was the right
structure for the program. The equal partnership allowed direct inputs. This should be generalizable to
other prograss, but goal conflict more likely due to sore open and equal relalionship. Our up-fromt
planning led to a flexible support plan,

171, Related to working relations, The DPHL asust be involved in front office affairs. The dual chain is
a personal problea of the DPML; it puts hia in a box. His primary loyalty is to AFLC.

fAD 1. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE SIGNIFICANT

102, Rated organizational structure and DPM. authority together. You have two different organizations

| with different but equal interest in the progras which is manzged by AFSC. Whenever tradeofts have to
be cade, AFSC has the last say, isplying a biased decision. A better organizational structure sight be
3 HOUSAF PX with ~ D°M for logistics (AFLL), a DPN for systea developeent (AFSC), and a DFN for the
using cosaand.

, 105. Beyond the goal conflict probleas, the DPML interface is further diluted by the two weparate
SR 1! coasand structures {and generaisi whose chariers are totaiiy different.

107. The dual chain allows end runs. We can stop a progras by going around tae PA. PHRT is the real ;
stopper., 1f AFLC says "no", there is no transfer. !

o

. 119, Related to authority. Logistics is sore impovtant than just another four-letter office. The PP
3 4 should becose the SN at PARY,

131. We have to satizfy three bosses: the ALD, the airframe PM, and tho =ngine PN. The dual chain never
works to our advantage.

139. This office (logistics) is not recognized on the ASD organization chart. Within the ILSD there is
a cosparteentalization of skills and little or ro crosstalk.

141, Awkward having AFLC wite ay ticket while I work for the PN, This intensifies the split fecling !
between ASD and AFLC. There is a coasunications qap between the ALD staff and ALD prople in the SPOs, ;
There is not enough cossunication. The DPL is pulled two ways.

160, Dua) chain helps DPML get things done.
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166. DPHL should be colocated with the PN and have active decision eaking author ity.

167. The present orqganization structure is one of the factors that coni-ibutes sost to the suciess of
ILS. The DCS/AL will be good for increcsed attention to logistics at WOAFSC, but I’m not sure how the
DPML should be controlled. 1 also don’t know if AFSC will get into other logistics issues, such as now
considered by the JLC. Organization conflicts will remain because roles are not changing. The BPNL
cannot be a naysayer. He should be judicious in exploiting the dual chain of cossand. Successful
sanagers cannot be dogaatic. They sust have a perspective of overall qouls (speaking sostly of
sid-sanageaent). If DPML is sure he ii right, he can bring sose powerful forces to bear. The ri knows
this, and if the DPML is on his teas, he has a powerful ally.

182, Un the fron* end of the progras you don’t jet the logistics people you need. Structure das always
been poor, and we are always undersanned.

184, Dual chain causes probleas in redundent desands. 1 can’t answer both bosses simultaneously.
Generally find less of the divisiveness in the earlier phases. Competition for resources increases as
the program matures. Probleas are not insurmountable. They do not ispede sy perforaance except by
dividing ey time. Gaing throuvh ail the logistics chinnels slows down the process, and this could cause
sose reluctance amang CPMLs to go through the logistics chain.

ASD 1. ORCARIIATIONAL STRUCTURE SonE

108. It is advantageous for the DPNL to have ar audience outside the PN chain to ALD/AFLC. This assures
a hearing on significant issues,

111, The DPAL is between a rock and a hard place. Morking for PN but answerable to AFLC. His prosotion
potential is in jeopardy. Matrix organization creates "silitary prige® probleas due to people fecling
they are not part of the focal organization. Best organizations are straight line.

104, It’s not really a dual chain cf coamand; more in line with the satrix philosophy. If satrixed 1 as
not assigned work by the hose office. It is a mistake having perforsiance reports writter by the hoae
office. The checks and balances are in the dual chain. If there is total disagreement between the PM
and the DPML, the PM will sense it. The PM should then talk to the ALD boss. That higher avthority in

ALD then becoaes a sediator.

§61. ALD evolved hap'wiaviis into some undefined role. They could help a lot in planning dor PHRT by
coordinating with the M. Tiey have not helped facilitate 2 saooth transfer of engine prograas to ALL.
In fact, they have failed. A'iso, PHRT is difficult because the ALC progras has responsibility for just
the engine, not the SE and other functions. They don’t have a systess approach to sanagesent. It would
be auch better it ALCs were organized along the ASD PN style,

165, OFLC organization qets in the way as far as time constraints go. For exasple, the PND doesn’t flow
down to the ILSO as quickly as possible. It gets lost in HOAFLC or at the ALC, We're the last to know
we have a progras.

173. Dual chain is a qood idea, but it places the DPHL in an awkward position.

175, I don’t agree the DPML is in a low power positon in the SPD. In our SPD, he’s a three-letter
deputy to the FN.

161. DCS/M iz a good way to get rid of AFALD. It could be a good idex, but it will start by allowing
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AFSC to bury logistics conceris.

ALD 1. ORGANIZAYigNAL STRUCTURE SUNE
105. The dual chain often ~onstrains the DPML as far as clwar program direction.

$10. Ne are in a modification progras. Me have no control over our logistics specialists, They are
tontrolled by the 58 at the ALC,

150, %e tried having ALD and ALC people together in tha SPD but it didn’t work. One reason was the
v -itary rrade structure. One 0-3 from ALD wouldn't work with an 0-5 froa the ALC.

153. Sos2 advantage to the dua! chain, Yhe DPML can use the AFSC chain to overcoae intransigence in the
AFLC chaiu. The dual cl>in is responsible for aany of the improvemsnts in acquisition logistics.
Hopefully the DCS/AL will retain the dual chain.

ASD 1. DRGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE LO¥

115. Dual chain good overall. It would be dificult if the DPAL had greater authority.

116, More dependent on the i.%L than the organizaticnal structure,

122. DPML is equal to other organizations, but not a deputy PN, The DFML needs to be a hard charger.
153, Not untypical of other AF organizalions. Dual chain provides a bigger hamser for the DPML.

154, Not a factor. It’s how well the organization is used by the PN, Logistics is an snigaa to the PN,
so he relies heavily on the DPh., The DPNL carries a stigaa froa AFLC.

138. DPEL at same level as other functional managers.
172, DPML is bogged down in the AFLC organization structure, which is not as streamlined as ASD, AFLP
i3 too top-heavy, with layers of bureaucracy. They have six- and seven-letter office syabols. An issue

aust pass through ten layers of sanagesent before a decision can be reached.

174, With good people it doesn’t matter where they sit. The dual chain is no probles. The answer is in
a upified effort.

ALD 1. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE LON

101. Advantages to the dual chain include an appeal process for the DPML. This assures at least
consideration of logistics needs.

123, The DPHL is at the sase level ox the PN in this SPC.

125. No probles. SPOs are classic organizations. What's isportant is how the DPNL functions within the
structure.

126. A ainor problea, although the logistics specialists can be caught in the middle of a PM and a DPNL
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; at odds with each other,

] 129. A lot has been said abouk the organization structure a:ud that the DPML is a "creatury of a
different world.” 1 haven’t seen auch evidence.

145. The constantly changing organizations have caused sose probless.

147. Dependr on the PM. There are individual differences. It’s a matter of personalities to soae
degree.

148. ALt a function of individual interactions rather than forsal organizations.

169, I've never seen it as a problea. It depends on the individuals.

179. Not important. The real authority is with soney,

182, Our DPNL is on par witn other directorates. ¢

f ASD 2. DPN. AUTHORITY SIGNIFICANT
132. The DPNL aust have faster acting veto power than through the logistics chain.
134, Authority is delegated by the PN. Effects are a function of the forcefulness of the IPHL.
E 149. The ALD is just an advisory body.
156. Our logistics shop is manned by the ALC. The DPML is highly dependent on the 5M; he has no

inherent authority. The SN does it the way it has "always been done.® The DPNL acts primarily as a
liason between the ALC and the SPO. Vhe SM ofien says, "buzz off. That’s our business.”

157. This program is not sanctioned by the DOD. It is a stepchild with a low priority in the SP0. ALC

has total logistics orogram authority, and they den’t really consult the ALD. They are a separate
entity and behave that way, in.ependently. The P¥ is “hard-over® on logistics support, but he’s not
getting such cooperation froa the ALL.

R - I )

TR

162. The probles is tendency of lugisticians not to be aggressive enough. They are full of "glovs and
& dooa® and don’t appreciate the situation of the PN who is trying to satisfy sany sasters like the urer,
AFSC, AFLC, and ATC,

171, The DPHL needs more input and coordination over prugrem Jecisions, but not fund control. He should |
be a part of the process, but nobody has a “vote.®

172, Logisticians lack decision saking authority. They must check with a dozen different people to get
3 a decisiow, They are tied up in their many regulations, and have no latitude. However, the DPML should
have no control over pr gras funds.

174, Ny DPNL has authority in the SP0 as ay spokesman for logistics, but he can’t speak for AFLE
positions.

181. AFLC has a larger burewcracy. Dur major progras has required rapid operation. AFSC can speed
things up, but AFLC is ton staf{-heavy, with g rigid bureaucracy that makes expediting difficull,
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185, Authority is a personal characteristic as well as a structural festure. M need individuals who
take rasponsibility.

ALD 2. DPNL AUTHORITY SIGNIFICANT

107. Nilitary grade structure impedes authority. We have four-letter DPMLs dealing with three-letter
Pis; 0-5 versus O-4,

119. The DPNL could control his Jogistics progras better if support costs were split out in the budget
| ' ~— and given to vde DFAL, There would be eore eaphasis on support then, ]

128. The DPML hus “zero” authurity,

131, The DPML asust earp respect by establishing crelidility. Credibility leads to autherity,

137. An aggressive DPML estcblishes his own authority and estees. Ke’il need this sanageaent philosophy
until the PN is judged on his logisticc achieveaents.

: 138, The DPML is nut the OPR for anything. AFSC personnel dominate. They want aircraft out the door and
' on the field, Long-leag time SE and spares take second place. Political pressures drive this, I don’t
? ‘ think the DPML should have "veto® powers, but he should have amore inpat authority.

| 139, Logisticians are a nuisance to the SPD. The DPXL ian’t OPR for anything. AFSC persunnel dominate
‘ this prograa due to its sultinational status. It gets sore attention and possibly more frnds,

et ek i
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over Sunde, Me ran a2t tisee. gt recoonition for ¢+ logistics needs, but
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137, ¥ have G ¢
there is auch ebb and Vlox. Cnst/schedule/perfurlance were foreerly the only standards, and this is
still a problea soaetises.
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150. If the DPNL doesn’t have authority, what good is he? The regulations give hia authority, but he
aust assert hisself,

ate e am - L e

151, Bince day one, whenever projects and engineering agreed on a decimion, that’s the way it weat, It
doesn’t matter what the DPMLs opinion is. As a result, engineering data requireaents were deferred for
eight years in this progras.

166, We need to do a better job of giving the DPNL a funding lever in regard= to his progras. The DPML
needs knowledge of and sign-off autuority over budgeting estiaates.

. 179. Money is everything.

182, The DPML didn't have auch say in the front-end of the prigraa. It depends sosewhat on the DPML’s
) . personal Characferistics,

i 183. The DPNL has no control over funds, but he utuuid have sose for things like reiiability
inprovesent warranties which can benefit AFLC in support cosis. Trying to soend ASD money to save AFLLC
soney doesn’t work.

ASD 2. DPSL AUTHORITY SONE

107

3 N X
‘-&mr v e —— . ~ o - s L T -




I

£58. DPNLs do have authority, but sosetimes do not take charge.

163, ALD was supposed to take on some acquisition responsibility, but they have becvae a stusbling
black. With no soney, they have no clout; so why listen? The only clout they have is “non-coordinating®
action.

173. The DPRL should have a strong voice in how the progras is planned and strong inputs to the SON and
the RFP. But, there is only one guy in charge, the PN, He is accountable tor the program, including
logistics.

— 175, The DPNL needs to sake decisions, but he is nut the PN. He should wot have authority to make
independent fundiny decisions. He shculd be able to make soae decisions, and sheuldn’t be required to
S coordinate all his decisions with AFLC.

ALD 2. DPML AUTHORITY SONE !

127. 1’4 rather have a PN with whom I have credibility. Authority and organizationa) structure are
secondary.

141, Our DPNL works in the fri  office (with PM). He has a lot of influence, but he is not as
accessible to the logistics ottice.

153. 1¢ the DPML is articulate, he has all the authority he needs. Credibility is sore imporiant than
foraal authority.

E; 164. The military grade structure is a problem, An 0-3 DPNL 2gainst an 0-5 PN is no contest. The DPNL
E : tannot be objective. The PN has inputs to hig OER, even though it is written by his ALD boss.

167, The DPML has to earn authority. The key is & person who can use his personal skills to gain

¢ authority, although he sust not do this in a dogmatic way. The esphasis should always be on combat
capability, readiness, sustainability, not on what is good for AFLC or ASD.

ASD 2. DPML AUTHORITY . LON

100. If the logisticians depend on the regulations to do their job, you are dead.

111, Authority not a problea if the PN treats the DPML right. While the DPML has a strong line to AFLC,
I can’t envision this causing a adversarial relationship.

} 113, The DPAL has as much authoritv as he wishes to exercise, and he is aided by the dual zhain of
cosmand. Ny DPAL writes weekly reports to his ALC,

122. Funds expenditures are approved by the CCB, and the DPHL is a mesber of th: CCB,
133. The authority is there if the quy wants to take it.

142, Formal authority is not as isportant as personal characteris*ics in the DPKL. Aggressiveness in
the DPML is essential. Otherwise, the PW puts logistics out of his aind,
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144, Any functional office is only as good as its people. Initiative yields all the authority and
isportance a man needs, Each function in the SPC is equally important, and authority derives froa the
functional responsibility.

158, The DPML carries a stigma from AFLC. Authority is rot so much the problea as how the DPML is used
by the PH.

180. Good DPMLs haven’t had probleas of authority.

D T e ]

ALD 2, DPML AUTHORITY LON
1i8. Logisticians have too many bosses. . F

129. Not a probles. The DPNL is a meaber of a team. This SPO mav be different because we are a ®basket"
SPO.

ASD 3, LOGISTICS MANAGENENT TOOLS SIGNIFICANT %

130. The tools are relatively new, I have reservations about LCC. The proper people do not support it.
Often the SPO would advocate LCC applications, but the logisticians either weren’t involved or didn’t
see the applicability. ®Liars® play with LCC sodels. This affects the basic credibility of the model
results, Lessons learned tend to be ineffective, such as those related to business strategy. There is a
tendency to copy lessons rather than apply thea intelligently, like using the C-X strategy for the NET.

149, These tools have limited effectiveness in a production prograa,

159. There is not auch confidence in the latest tools developed. Ve generally apply “benign neqlect® to !
H LCC predictions for source selection and budget projections. j
ﬂ ALD 3. LOGISTICS MAMABGEMENT TOOLS STGNIFICANT
% ’ 107, The regulatcry quidance on sanagirg ILS is written wholly for sajor prograas, and is too desanding A
; for seall prograas. We must apply LCC, 1SA, etc. to every progras without exception. Forcing this on Ei

E ! saall programss is incredible. Costs frequently exceed the benefits gained., There is a lot of redundancy i

i ' in toals like LSA. Some of the data is availizble in other DIDs.
E 126, With the ncw LSA handbook (MIL-5TD 1388), LSA can work now. 1t is a lot better than previous :
i versions. It gives a comaon logistics data base for all.
, !
: 148, We get a lot of inconsistent guidance fros very high leveis. Before we can coasit $100K for SE, we i
sust perform a Decision Tree Analysis (DTA) to determine contractor versus organic depot support. If 1

the DTA shows organic depot support, we sust then perfora a Depot Interservicing Analysis to determine
4 . which depot will support. All this wastes time and soney. Configuration audits are another exasple.

4 They are required, but almost ispossible on large systems. LSA is evalving and constantly changing.
There are no experts except on the outdated aethods. We've had two changes in the last two years. LCC
is 2 good tool for some things, but for SE the budgel eslimates are a pure °WRG.® LCC on SE requires
sc-e fira hardware data for tisely - isions up front,

151, Projects and engirzering people view the tools as useful i they give the "right® answer.
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167. ALD people are not well skilled in cost zodels. The most skilled application 1 have seen was
perforaed by an accountant fros AC, not by a logistician.

179. (CC is a non-existant sanagesent tool. Contractors pay lip service and ignore the requiresents in

the contracts. I’ve advocated leaving the requiresent out of contracts, but Pis insist on leaving it in
because HQ says so.

ASD 3. LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT T0OLS SOME
— 108. Tools are aore applicable to larger prngrass.

L 1. LCN depends on having someone capadle of doing it. In-house efforts are a function of sanpower and
gkills, If we can’t do it, we will pay tie contractor to do it at significant cost.

112, WNet auch attention paid to LCC, It is supposec t~ be the DPML’s responsibility, but he doesn’t do
! a great job of focusing the PN’s attention on LCC or lessons learned.

172. LLC has assisted in decision-saking. We will probably decide on contractor versus organic depot
support based on LCC predictions.

173. The best lesson learned is that it is foolish to sacrifice logistics for perforasnce if you can’t
use the systen. For LSA, if the design engineer is not deliberately aware of the ispact of his design
on ILS elesents, no "accountant® who isp’t a designer will be able to assess how well the engineer is
doing. Need logistics engineers who are as skilled as the systea engineers. ;

174, 1 son’t believe in the lessons learned prograe, It stifles innovation. I's not interested in old
solutions to new probless.

g

- reviewing thea., They are not easily accessible. Cosputer files would work better. There are probably §
valuable essons, but they are rot often looked at.

H 185. Tools need to be used the right way, When they are used correctly they are valuable.

ALD 3. LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT TOOLS SONE
119. LSA is cosputerized and people are afraid of cosputers.
125. LCC cannot be measured. It sust be extrapolated. Projections aren’t worth a daen.

! 131, I've used all the tools and the lessons learned, but msost of ay sanagesent-oriented lessons have
r cose froa other people, based on their experience.

137, DILCC is a good aethod tu insure consideration of OM costs. If the logistics goals are defined
well to begin with, the tools will be worked in.

147, Use is a prohles in seail SPOs because tailoring is difficult. In soae cases we shoaldn’t be using
thes because the costs exceed the return we get.
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153. L5A should be applied to all prograas, and it can be tailored. If the contractor already has a
support data base, we can use that and interface it with L5SA by tailoring.

153, LCC is misused because it is not tailored to the prograas. More eaphasis should be placed on the
analysis of assusptions, applications, and limitations of the sodels. Alsa, there is mot encugh tise
nor sanpower to use LCC correctly, Most lessons learned are program-seculiar and mot generally valid
for other prograss, We need guidance telling us what to do with an LSAR, such as an &FP or some
direction on how to set it up. There is pressure to apply LSA without regard to costs or benefits.

180. L5A helps identify up-tront data we ne=d. It works nicely on large prograss with lots of manpower,
Tailoring 15 done, bui because aof a lack of sanpower we spend too such for aeaningless inforsation. We
. ask for more than we need because we are not sure what we do need, and to avoid criticisa later,

164. Me are required to have LSA and some LCC, but we can’t always justify the expense. Froa L5A we
were getting only the input sheets, no outputs, no useable data.

166, The tools are there, but the people with skills to understand thea aren’t. Neeld a training course i
in LSA/LCC that tells us how to do it, not just what it is. !

182. The only LCC sodel we used on the fighter progras was for OLS costs only, and onlv one tise in
three years did we use it. The AF doesn’t understand what we are looking for in LSA. We are using the
Aray‘s ideas, e need to grow our own ideas. I’a not iapressed with lessons learned because the most
valuable ones are kept in the heads of people. Dnc lesson we can’t learn is that we keep buying all the
reprocureaent data packages, and we don’t need thes all. This costs eoney and is wasteful.

A5) 3. LOGISTICS MANAGENENT 700LS LOW

106. Barbage in-garbage out. In the production phase, decisions are not based on these tools. Their
usefulness depends on the phase of the progras.

133, I’ve seen good and bad applications.

L

142, The tools are not well defined, and the people who use thes are not experienced enough.

e e ebn o

144, No credence in the resclts of LCC sodels. There is no data that validates the results of any LCC
analysis resylts over a 20-year life cycle, LSA is worthless in the early stages of « progras, bhecause
sost of the details are too vague, abstract.

138. Touls are not used due to a lack of skills. 1f 1 had skilled logisticians the tools would be used
better.

163. They aren’t taken seriously. There is a lack of confidence in outputs fros tools like LCL.
171, Not sure of their benefit.
180, The tools are isperfect and many assuaptions are required to use thea.

181, LCC is a little flakey. e need good people to do it. Business sanagesent types don’t want the ;
responsibility because of its reputation,
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MD 3. LOGISTITS MANAGENENT TOOLS LOW N

109. I’s not sure of their effectiveness, but they are being used.
110, LSA forects are incospatible with the computers in AFLC,
135. I haver’t seen the tools used effectively yet. It took se three years to understand LSA.

145, Tools are reasonably well accepted. Our contractor examined LCC as the progras developed. We had a
DTLCC progras with some positive aspects. We have a dilesma with LSA, though. Our’s is 501 coaplete.
Recently, the using cosmand changed the airplane aission prefiles. This could affect supportability,
but starting the LSA over is too expensive. Not doing the LSA over may cause probless later in Tls,
RLA, SE, and provisioning.

169. The tools are helpful if done in reality, but so many times they are “worked" until the "right”
answer coses out.

ASD 4. LDGISTICS SKILLS SIGNIFICANT

111, AFLC is not manned for acquisition logistics. Acquisition logistics implies early involveaent froa
ysers, testers, and logisticians. I’d pull AFLC into the development early. On the A-X I wanted
logistics inputs early, but it never happened. ASD RiM people were involved early, but they have a
ditferent perspective. The logisticians didn’t get involved even though there was prototype hardware
available. Logisticians like "paper airplanes® and they have plenty of anaslytical skills. This was true
before ALD was created, and it’s true now,

115, Skilled logisticians make all the difference. I can’t survive on PACE trainees, There are very few
skilled logisticians in any flavor: saintenance, spares, acquisition logistics. Buantitative skills are
not toc isportant. We don’t need logistics engineers; let systeas engineers do that,

116, ALC and AFLC people have no training for SPU work. Need to get good legisticians early in the

proaras.

117, Lagistics is losing experience at a tise of great need. We’ve hired on a bunch of new help with
less operational experience.

130. The SPDs do not have the necessary skills in logistics, so we sust rely on the contractors like
the engineers depend on the company designers. The ALD staff is not very responsive, not very
available. They are in the ivory tower and they do not work. They stay there for good ratings. The
hardworkers in the SP0 get worse ratinugs.

133. Good people do not stay in the SPOs at the front end because of the frustrations in trying to get
the ILS progras started. Different skills are needed at different phases, People need not stay
throughout the program, but tenure shouid be seasured in years, not months.

136, Bet the logisticians in early. ALD will not commit poeple until a contract is let. This is “ass
backwards,® Me also need people who are wiliing to work.

142, There are certain tises when you shouldn’t change the logisticians assigned to the progree. At
source selection we didn’t have the right manpower working. Those who helped dzvelop the speciticatiors
and the RFP weren’t there, There weren't enough logisticians there, and the ones we had were
generalists. We needed some specialists.
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§43. I don’t understand a lot of the logistics stuff, and the logisticians have an inability to explain
what they are doing to the PM. I suspect they don’t know it well, either,

149. logistics skills are lacking acong ASD people. ASD people cose in new to logistics skills. They
need general logistic skills or some ALC eaperience.

154, Need gifferent skills in the logistics shop. More systeas thinkers. i
158, Because we are involved with FRG we don’t get the best people, laagination and innovative skills f
are needed, along with logistics experience, Ne get a lot of 2its. ]

161, }’ve worked in sany prograss. 751 of the logisticians do not possess the skills to support the PA,
The people assigned to ALD are not given a clear idea of their objectives. This guidance shouldn’t have
to cose from the PM. The logisticians are supposed to know how to tailor their requiresents to support
the SP0 goals. The logisticians should be able to provide alternatives to decisions that affect theas, A
data call is a good time to discuss alternatives, The logisticians tend to hold back for early
decisions froa the PM, such as what the saintenance concept should be. Before the RFP they need to tell
the contractor what they want, otherwise the contractor can’t price it. Once the logisticians know
which way they are ooing, they are good at doing LCC and spares computations. I+ ALD people are asked
what the purpose &t ALD is, they can only give you a mission statesent. ALD has had only soae degree of
success in implementing IL5. The answer is better training and asore experience. 1 perceive a need for
an acquisition logistics short course at AFIT. New ALD people are like "fish out of water.” They cannot
actually sit with the PN and discuss concepts or ask the conceptual support questions. I will say they P
are learning about comeercial practices well. The types of skills they need are trainable, Field ;
experience can be very helpful for a perspective on logistics. The ALD people are intelligent, but they :
are not given the right tools, training, and quidance,

165. The "basket® SPNs are always getting FACE trainees, then losing thes after a year. After this
cycle repeats several tises, it gets discouraging, Why invest sy time to train thes, then lose the
person? Need stability in logistics manpower, and logisticians with broader DoD experience. I rzcomsend
they jo to scheol half-days for the first six sonths, and also go TDY to the ALCs.

173. We (ASD) do not realize the later impact of lpgistics needs. This depends on the experience level
of the logisticians. A lot of Lts run prograss and are unawarz or don’t appreciate the needs of i
logistics. They have no operational experience with which to judge impacts. But even when the PK sees
the impacts, the fiscal constraints will inhibit the decision process.

175, Hust have skilled people, skilled in the logistics process and acquisition sanagement.

ALY 4. LOGISTICS SKILLS SIGNIGICANT

107. Over~l’ nanning is the problem in saall prograss. The lack of sanning (five logisticians on 86
programs; y-zvents applying logistics requiresents except by priorities. We apply ILS on the most
isportant prograss. ALD staff can help on a spot basis, but it often takes sore sanhcurs to train thea
on how they can help.

119, There are not enough logisticians at ASD trained for acouicition logistics in the SPOs, ASD and : |
ALD are not doing enough to keep experienced people or tu train the inexperienced. Also, the logistics
skills are needed early in the srogras. i
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129. Most of the staff and ihe DPNLs are military and lacking in logistics background and traini;g.
There is nc real career progression sor acquistion logisticiars, and all the training mechanisas are
too general in nature.

131, Logistics skills are generally not available. The ALD staff is often needed, but they are no help.
We have tight tise liaits on SOWs, specifications, and CDRLs, We aust think fast and work fast. We
have called on the ALD and AFLC statfs for help, but this is frustrating because the are ant
knowledgeable, interested, aggressive. A big problea is that we do not bring good loggies in early in
the progran. The types of experience we need are in acquisition logistics, and types who have lived
with the delivered products. It is particularly hard to get skilled ailitary. Me’ve had good PACE
trainees, but it would be very good for us to have people with both systees and Jogistics experience.

135, The problea is a function of little training and little experience. ALC people aay have tunnel
vision,

$38. Certain skills do go with certain phases. 2Lts shouldn’t start in SP0s; they need practical
experience. In our logistics shop we have @ tarted to teas 2Lts with more experienced paople. Civilian
retention in the SPO cculd be a problem. If a civilian gets a "bad® assignsent, he has the perogative
of leaviry in one year. Good pecple will exercis: thiz perogative, This could be construed as abuse of
the systes from an organization’s point of view, anc perhaps should be curtailed for the good of the
organizatien.

145. This program has been sore of & training ground. No stadility in personnel. Early on we could do
only general planning because our skills were "siphoned off" to "favorite son® prograas.

148, Good prograns have experienced and skilled logisticians assigned. Experience is needed in
acquisition, In small programs the rapid developsent process helps the learning process. Logisticians
can see all phases of the acquisition cyzle, Ninety percent of legistics planning has {9 be done before
source selection. Need acquisition skills and conceptual skills tn plan for such things as acquisition
strategies; incentives; and guarantees.

150. Without the right functionl people up-front, you are behind the power curve. The ALT provided
people early with great success, We also had a logistics cadre at the contractor’s plant, and that
worked fine,

151. It is difficult to find five out of 230 people that are experienced enough to talk to in ALD.
Skills and experience are also lacking at ALCs and at the contractors due to turnover,

160, There is a definite lack of training of logistics managers on what LSR and the other tools are.
There is also a lack of RN expertise,

164. 1t takes a long time to bring logisticians up to speed. Ne get trainees in and v.. are gone in &
short tise, It also takes a long time to get trainees into AFIT classcs. When classes do come
available, higher-ranking people go instead of trainees. One of our trainees was even dismissed from a
class by an instructor because the trainee didn’t have enough experience.

144, Analyses should beain early with the right talent, which is linited. There are not too sany who
really understand logistics analyses,

178. Logisticians need logistics sanagement skills plus field experience. This is particularly
important for evaluating SE.
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183. There is too much turnover. We have no corporate sesory fros one progras to the next.

ASD 4. LOBISTICS SKILLS SOnE

100. ¥e need the nuabers of people who are willing to work. Skills are secondary. Send e a “wara brdy"
and [ can get something done.

108. "Basket" 5P0s aeed skilled and versatile logisticians becavse a few people sust handle aany
prograas and aany ILS eleaents.

112. In general, DPHls are not sanned with as qood people as ASD. Should exchange afficets br tween
comands for "experience trades.”

122. SPO business is @ crisis business. Logistics issues do not reach a crisis stage early, so we nend
an experienced DPNL to recognize logistics icpacts early and help us avoid down-stream ristakes.
]

132, With the right leadership and quidance, people will do the job,

134, Ne are missing the conceptual thinkers in the early stages, and we lack the arpropriate skiils in
all phases,

144, Logisticians require ®individual® experience, not aecessarily in logistics or acquisition. We need
soaebody who is a “practitioner.® ALD and the other celacates have to translale between the PH's
desires and AFLC desires. They have tc have the experiesce to "pick and chooue® the right time to
support one position or the other, using wisdoa or a sense of *rightness® about an issue or probles,
based perhaps on “life® experiences. They (logistics) have as miny saart oaes as we do.

162, Most prograas don’t have many people to input & field point of view,

§63. 1 iook at iogisticians and don’t see the background in acquisition, but rather a very narrow point
of view (like an IN at an ALC). This gives the PN less confidence in the logistics sanager.

ALD 4. LOBISTICS SKILLS SONE

124, We need logistics generalists in the DPNL slot.

127. Previously, we had no skilled acquisition logisticians to help the PM. Today, we have professional
logistics societies, and people who have worked in acre than one progras. We are getting qood,

experienced neople.

139. Most ailitary are Z2Lts, They need field experience before they are sent to work on acquisition
prograss. The civilian perogative to sove around at whism hurts corporate knowledge.

147. There's always a shortage of personnel. Nith the resources available, we do well, DPALs carry a
27XX AFSL. 1t would possibly be better if they hc. logistics AFSCs. The ALCs don’t have much
acquisition experience beyond buying spares,

%3, Ne don’t have the skilled people. Everybody in acquisition should have had to use the product. Too

specialized people tend to have tunnel vision. I prefer a technician over sanagesent types, and 1
prefer mature people,
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187. The best people are motivated and skilled. Next best are people who are motivated but unskilled,
No one ever gets all the "right® pecple. We should be willing to put good (if inexperienced) people in
the big programs to have tiee to “grow” thea. The boss needs to be willing to live with their aistakes,
though. There is no such thing as & "hand-picked” operation,

169. We lack continuity of people which is critical to the success of the progras. The personnel systes
is part of the probles. Military people aust move on to get prosoted.

179. We are capable of planning the logistics support. The whole problea is funding the effort.

182, DPALs don’t get people who are fasiliar with acquisition programs, We get specialists who have
tunne! vision,

184. I's ~"ing good work troa young people who are short on experience, but thev are energetic.

L)

ASD 4. LOBISTICS SKILLS LOW '
Mo comsents, ;
ALD 4, LOBISTICS SKILLS Low

118. As an ory>~‘-ationmal factor and a contributor to qoal conflict, you have professional engineers

(ASD) versu. -ofessional logisticians. Also the grade structure is different. On average it is

65-14s versus . w and 13s. That is no contest.

125. The ILSD n . analytical support skills and technical expertise, aostly depot types. You also
nead *hlue-cuiterc®, marticularly in Ths.

128. Whenever we nne: 4 particular logistics skill we can get it.

137. Logisticians be there when the progras starts. Skilled logisticians are not uniaportant, but
less so than their sere presence.

ASD 5. WORKING RELATIONS SIGNIFICANT |

116. 1f a quy knows his stuff, has broad skills and a feel for the systea, he will be able to get gond
feedback on technical probleas fros quys in the field.

121. Personal probleas can prevent aission accosplishaent. No asount of skills or tools will help if
people in your office won’t share thes or tell others about thea.

132, This is the key to a successful progras. Good personal relations yield qood cosaunication and
esprit-de-corps.

133. Probless exist, and they are double-edged, ALCs, ASD, the labs, and ALD al] talk different
languages, causing misunderstandings and non-cossunication. Logisticians often go into & shell if, for
exasple, they get thromn out of a seeting for saying sosething obscure or irrelevent. Kany ASD quys
don’t want to work on the "-ilities® early in the progras. They’d rather wait until F5D. But the
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logisticians should be working early.

134. In new developaent, there is a lack of comsunication on overall progris ;lans. Logisticians are
slow in coaing up to speed. The initiative goes to the PN to bring the logisticians on board.
Logisticians are mors concerned with current hardware and tend not to get involved in new initiatives
in the progras.

143, The people of AFLC are like foreign nationals. Things are done for the best interasts of their
*other" boss. This is the husan frailly of a person working without his boss talocated.

144, Its the nature of the job at ASD., Everybody sust be able to work with everybody, be able to stand

- up to criticisa and not take things personally. People should be able to see the serit in
counter-arguaents to their own positions. There is a wealth of experience at WPAFB, but sany peaple
sees to think their ideas are best. 1 recomsend that ASD and ALD share their ideas and probless, but
this is not being done. Formal briefings do not work, and forgal lessons learned do mot work. What’s
needed is the ability to comsunicate, cooperate, learn, Cross-talk could aake up for the lack of
particular skills and experience. )

158. The logisticians sosetimes have to be dragqed to aeatings they should be attending. They don’t
show any initiative to be "on the teau.®

171. The logisticians aust be involved in the progras environsent. Even if not equipped with the right
people or the tools, they can still cope if they are involved and inforaed (especially the "top
loggie®). Withcut good working relations, nothing else will work. The physizal proxisity of the DPAL to
the PN is essential, Comsunications deponds on the PN relying on the cossunication fros the DPAL.

175. Always a factor, The luck of working relations will wash the other factors out. Peoplz cannut work
independently in a large SPO. This contributes to non-productivity, time delays.

183, Need effective logistics sanagesent and coordination froa the top down in the SPO, due to the
different, often confiicting directives the players have. It is isperative the cossunications be
strong.

ALD 3. NORKING RELATIONS SIGNIFICANT

120. My experience in three SPUs reveals this is a significant problea. The status of & logistician is
relegated 1o the point of pure harrassment. You are an outsider and only tolerated becaure of
directives. Most 5P directors rocognize the need for logistics, but relegate its isporiance to
basesent status. Cost, schedule, performance reign suprese, and logistics sutfers.

125. The DPML sust have access to the boss, and he eust have credibility. Experience froa & using
tomuand is the best credibility measure. The DPML sust alsc have credibility with other offices in the
SP0, with the urers, and with the contractors. He aiso needs close reiations with the ALD staff.

126, Partially 4 part of any probles.

131. To ASD, therz is a stigaa attached to ALD, much like the stigma the engine SPD has with the
airfrase SPOs. Bad working relations can Xill a progras. I want to see ILS with eaphasis on
*integrated.” 1f we do jobs entirely by ourselves, the job will be donz poorly. There is mo need for
definitive divisions of labor. On TOs, PERT, and flight test support we can help each other. We're
doing soee norsal ASD functions, and ASD is doing scee normal ALD functions. In Tis, however, all
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responsibility should not be to ALD. The engineers must be particularly interested in tha T0s. ¢

145, In our office, the ALC appointed the JLSM, while ALD appointed a logistician to coordinate with
the PH. Votes betweed the two AFLC organizations were cften different. Both agencies wanted control of
the progras, 50 there was hostility to ALD f-oa both ASD and the ALC. ALD has becoae defensive. There
is a natural friction between the ALCs and ASD, especially at source selection. Each agency wanted a
ditferent engine, Cosmunication was lacking all around in this office. Neither the ALC nor the PN would '

answer each other’s correspondence. After the new P got involved, things did improve. Logistics got =
aore attention after the production decision. .

165, The DPML sitting with the PH aakes a big difference in working relations. We are eore attuned to
what is going on. We can pick up stray cosments that are useful. This leads to more harasonious
i teaswork, aore dialogue. ]

167, Cossunications outside the SPO are equally important. We need to draw other agencies (contractors,
users) into the acquisition logistics arena, due to the manpower limitations in the 5PD.

4

ASD 5. WORKING RELATIONS SONE

154, This has always been a probles because we do not get the best people in the DPML position. DPMLs
show & lack of initiative overall.

165, There is a lack of reasonabloness awong the logistics people. ALD is bound by irrational, wrong,

§ or inflexible rules. This causes difficulty in trying to cooperate with and comsunicale with ALD, AlCs,
‘ and AFLC. But, within the SPD there iz no probles because the JLSD and the P sit together,

ALD 5. WORKING RELATIONS SONE

f ’ 102, Not much can be done about it because working relations cannot be dictated. Continuing interface
) with other functional offices and a strong desire to get the job done by all concerned is needed to
overcose this.,

127, 1t’s related to skills. Me’re getting gcod logistics people and good PMs, so work relations are
inproving. .
135, It’s a problea in some offices. Informal inforsation flow is important. You can learn more by
overhearing a conversation than by going to a seeting.

138. If an agoressive individual works by hisself, trying to "sake a nase® for himself, and doesn’t !
share his knowledge, this causes ineffectiveness. Military people often take good knowledge away with
thea when they leave.

151, Depends on the individual's initiative. The logisticians sust gain the confidence of the PA.

v i

ASD 5. WORKING RELATIONS L0 |

108. In this (“basket®} SP0, there are seven logisticians for 50 to 80 programs, with 30 Pis.
Logisticians have to be involved energetically. They have to comsunicate well. s
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111, Every good PN works all! his divisions equally, colocated or not. ! desand inputs froa the
. logisticians for all projects that affect thes. I require the logisticians to articulate reasons for

i their inputs, but the P has to make the decisions. The technical portions of the progras move swiftly i
I with respact to the logistics needs. !
| !

; 112, I don’t === problews here, with a few individual exceptions.
? : 142, Mo probles.

146, The organization structure of our jrogram (when it was a jointly sanaged ASD/ALD prograa)
mininized the possible effects of bad working relations. We both felt an equal comsittasnt to the goals
of the SPO.

159. I sense no comsunication prableas. Our organization ‘s cmall and the "cres® has been around for
|any years.

172. Where there are coapctent people dedicated to getting the job done, there is good cossunication.
The major probiem is layers and layers of manageaent in AFLC,

ALD 5. WORKING RELATIONS LOW
123. Work relations are a problza between this SPO and the airfrase SPOs. Cossunications to other

| : agencies outside the SPO, like contractors and other SPOs are sometimes difficult due to parochial
interests.

' | 128. Bad working relations deriva not from the organization structure, but froa personality conflicts. :

- 137. It's a management problea mostly. If other probleas are taken care of up front, then working
R ) relations won’t hurt you. If not, they will cospound your other probleas.

{47, Logisticians are recognizzd as sesbers of the team in this SPO,
155. Strictly a personality thing.

160, People work together pretty well. Logisticians are normally integrated into the SPO well, except
for a lack of control over the purse strings.

182. I don’t see a lack of communication within the progras oftic2. The DPNL needs credibility. ASD is
very ignorant of logistics. AFLC seeas like a “puzzle palace® to thea. There is too such bureaucracy to
rork through. There is more concern for Jogistics now, but eoney constraints overrule.

&S0 o. LDBISTICS DESIGN GDAL DEFINITION  SIGNIFICAKY

$00. You wst know what you are trying to do. The goals are set by AFLC in the PND and the RFP. I
haven’t seen 1 good definition of goals yet. 1 get strictly qualitative garbage. The logisticians don’t
know what they v nt in quantifiable form, The required sanpower for support is not quantified.
Everybody thinks thore is an infinite pool of manpower out there. LSA analysis after the contract is
let is useless,

104, It is a difficult process to define down-streas logistics goals
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{08, We nzed operational people to look at logistics support programs and decide on the logistics
goals, like the saintenance concept. Wa have troudle doing this. There is also a prosles with
aultiple-command users of a product, such as a product froa AE. It’s hard to find #n OPR, and aven
harder to get a unanimous decision.

111, There are different criteria for different aircraft and uses. Scoetises se have to trade
performance for reliability. This is often evolutionary, and we can see the good trades as the program
satures. The contractor does some of the work because the usiny cosmand is usually at a loss as to what
good supportability goals are. If the skilied logisticians are available they can help evolve the goals
in dealing with the contractor.

113. Nobody can identiry specific logistics goals. All we qet is “wotherhood® statements.

122, Design to acquisition cost (DTC) suhordinates ke necessary logistics goals. The fighter cancpy
vas designed that way, and it wasn’t tested adequately.

132, It is particularly isportant to define the goals and give incentives to the cohtractor to aeet
those goals in the validation phase,

136, ¥e must have defined logistics goals and RYH requirements, snd translate thea into support
requireaents. The logisticians should aanage RN, not the design engineers. The cargo progras used
sodels to develop all RIM requiresents fros the user’s specifications,

142, We have lots of trouble defining requiréments for the source selection. Neither logisticians nor
contractors trust the figures. There is ouch Jifficulty agreeing to definitions of teras like
*rel.ability®, as well as decisions on hou to collect data to verify the test results. The present
techniques for generating data are unreliable, and the people doing the collecting and analysis are
inexperienced, as are the contractors. 5kills are a probles, Ne need to assign Jogisticians to prograas
for 2 long time to keep the expertise. Ue can use specialist help from the ALD staff as required.

144, There are different phases to procgrams, In developsent we are concerned with the feasibility of
seeting a threat, and assume supportability is possibie. If the threat is big enough, we will go to any
lengths to meet it. We often have difficulty between the user and the developer in gettiny good design
specifications. User "requiresents® are often based on current systeas. The developer must use
judgeaent on the feasibility of seeting those goals, because state-of-the art systeas say b2 more
unreliable at first than older r-<tems. We have no way of matchiny MNH/FH to reliability., Reliability
is hardware oriented, and we have too many definitions of reliability. Logistics support should relate
reliability and saintainability. In developeent, we would need micro-sanagesent to determine MNH froa
reliability factors. We do not : 2t any "hard numbers® froa RN. We need to put “hard nusbers® in the
specifications and also assure they are testable,

154, The fighter was driven by DTC. There was a conscious lack of consideration of devcloping logistics
goals early on. Most goals are driven by system perforsatice. The maintenac> concept defined by the user
has a big ispact on the logistics design parameters. Maintenance concepts aie not thougut out, so the
SP0 sust "flesh thea out.® The users dor’t understand development, and there’s not enough dialogue
between the users and the logisticians.

154, There is difficulty translating requireaents into contractors’ language, and we have difficulty
checking if the caatractor has ai; th. required SE he needs to test and verify, Ne end up behia:
schedule as we try to get agreesent on what the goals swan.

158. The contractor debated wich the AF on who would do the logistice planning in the progras. The
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contractor wanted to do it. The 8PO logisticians played a seall role, so AFLT juaped in. This llh to
conflicts between AFLL and the contractor.

161. Acruisition logistics is full of goods “sotherhood” statemunts, but still we keep RAD budgets low.
This prevants wose of the goals of up-front logistics planning and desiyn.

182, Goal definition leads to funding estimates. But, because of funding lisitations and priortie,
logistics falls out,

163. 1t is so hard to quantify the logistics requiressnts.

165, Needs to be done up-front. It is easier to do with qualified logisticians. It’s too late if you
wait for TIE to decide what the requiresents will be.

172, Logistics goals have not been defined on this major program, and we have sen* out the RFP. No
? decisions on the maintenance concept were made by the RFP suspense, so it was axfflcult to evaluate and
price the proposal. Ne had to go with an assused saintenance concept.

% 173, Logistics goals are hard to quantify, and it is hard to predict logistics support renuiresents. Ne 1
: . tend to underestimate. So, even if we had wore funds, logistics would probably coae up short, The
; tendency would be to improve perforaance or compress the schedule. It is hard to transfer logistics !
' ccnsiderations inta design (due in part to the inadequacy of the quantitative tools) and have a way to {
control @nd seasure the criteria. There are too sany aethuds, and too little understanding. ~
1
174, There is no unified direction at the Pentagon. PKDs are not coordinated with the support side of !
the house,

{75, We need requiresents and directives. PHDs give general outlines of requiresents, and we have to
"flesh thea out” in the SPO. The SP0 is actively involved with PND generation, so there are no
surprises,

181, Numbers that refiect actual mission capable rates can be oased to show what we want thea to show,

i So, we can usually demonstrate we have wet design goals even if we cannot. If the PND is specific on
RN goals, the PN will "screas bloody surder® that we will blow the budget if we are forced to comaly
with the requiresents. AFSC purposely strives for PNDs that are vague on loyistics goals.
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' ALD &, LOGISTICS DESIGN GOAL DEFINITION  SIGNIFICANT

10i. This is the sost serious probles 1n ASD. There is no way of waking tradeuffs, no way of assuring
and verifying KNH/FH. Goals should be stated as clearly as possible in PHDs. "Nard® nusbers are better,
but quantitying thes is hard. The SON should be the enforcer, with jcod logistics goals. A good exasple
of a *hard® requireaant was a statesent in a PHD {ha® the aircratt sust be supportable a* the FOL for
thirty days with une C-§30 load of sateriel. Other suprort parametes can *e derived fros a "hard®
requireaent like that, f

123, 1t is very diffult to specify good goals, and it *okns o 'uc of ~f€ort, It is related to the
skills of the people you have to do the work. The techniques *+ uceacifying goals are in infancy, but
we are saking sose progress. It would heip if sore logisti: e .ae- about the source selection
process. This would help thea to fraez and evaluatz thei soals,

A L P s e ra

124, Boai defirition, jcal conflict, logistics skiils, .. tocis are all tied together. 1f the
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logisticians don’t know what to say or do about goals and requiresencs, they soon lose trcdihili}y with
the PK. The goals should come from anywhcre you can qet theas users, designers, anything that will fora
baseline for analysis. But we nced flexible goals fros the top to zllow latitvde in applying thes.
Everybody ought to participate in developing design goals for togistics.

126, Specifying togistics requiresents is hard even when we are buying a real-tise engine events
recorder and monitor. e can’t qet a concensus on what is important,

128. Anytise there is a requiresent stated, the contractor pays attention. The requiresents must be
seasurable, ard the PN sust be the first step in specifying requireaents. The definitive requiresents
are not in the PHD. We should use warranties and guarantees to enforce and measure performance.

i29. Requiresents are extresely difficult to translate into contract requiresents. To assure reliable
systeas we should 1) assesble the PON to insure future buys, 2} have long, stable production runs, and
3) have good feed-back of lessons learned to the contractors.

131, Nobody knows what they want. Me need good paraseters for the FSD phase. This it the iogistics
"bread and butter®, particularly in the engine business. The right skills early in the program insure
gocd goal definition.

135. We don’t do a good job. Me tend tu confuse requiresents and gozls. Beals are "nice-to-haves.®
137. The requireaents are needed at the front end of the prograa.

141, We have trouble being vicible at the front end of the progras to specify what we want from the
contractor. The problea is that w2 place too much eaphasis on field probleas. We are working today’s
probleas rather than tomorrow’s issues. Logisticians are looked on as supply problea salvers instead of
as long-tera acquisition design workers.

147, Design paraseters resain elusive. We are saking strides in RLM and supply factors, but it is &
slow process. Logistics doesn”t stack up with other issues; it is still "back burner® stu#f,
Reliability should be specified in teras of operating bours rather than flying hours for avionics
equipasnt. It operates longer. Technological brealtiroughs cause historic data to be obsolete, but the
users don’t believe this. We still get requirements that are too pessiamistic.

148. You must assume a reliability to come up with a maintenance concept and to fora a budget. This is
putting *the cart before the horse.® Frequently, goals are essential early. They murt precede the LSA
and the LCC.

155. Me don"t get the right people in tiae. Even if we do specify our requiresents the contractor will
price thea to kill thea.

160. All good intenticas get way-laid because ov how the initial paperwork is laid out. Reguireaents
get clouded in “boilerplate” RFPs. There is not a central core ot people capable of specifying what we
want in testable, quantifi:ble teras. Industry will give us what we want if we ask for it.

164, We get the PMD after the PN gets it. Our copies are usually lost in HRAFLC, or distributed to the
ALCs, who ignore it.

166, Sosetimes we write the specifications too tight and overprice ourselves,

i67. This is one of the hardest things to do, to have verifiable, desonstratable goals. de need
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quarantees of pertorsance in field operations; not in the test prograes. Explicit sarranties and
guarantees are tough to get in a competitive environment, ind ispossible to get in a sole-source
contract environment. For exasple, in the cospetitive fly-o f, there was 1elatively sore willingness to
share risks on fixes, ECPs, and software in the cospetitive stage than in the later, sole-source stage.

169. We get PMDs and PADs that leave logistics design paraseters out, or are too general, or have no
funds available te do it. We absolutely have the ability to write quantifiable and verifiable goals. We
say not have that experience at the level of the PMD writers, or they are getting poor direction, or
there is the political desire to sell the systea.

176. Goals and requiresents eust be defined, even if they are just educatad guesses. In analyses the
contractor say be able to show where the goals are unreasonable or not feasible, but they need a

baseline to work with, It is isportant tu coasunicate our desires and have the willingness to consider
alternatives.

179. Me have no difficulty in sprcifying good R&M parameters. The difficulty lies in holding the
tontractors to the specifications. T'ey have the governaent over a barrel unless they, the contractor,
are going to be providing the support, The PMD writers put the requiresents in because they have to,
not because they understand thea or expect to follow up. The PM knows this and he can defer logistics,
The PHD should be directive on everyone. Nobody should be able to change program directions without a
change to the PHD. A directive snould be a directive, not a cuide.

182. Enforcing the requiresents is the problea. RIWs don’t sees to work. Me don’t get our money’s

worth, We don’t do well in sticking to our goals. There are always pressures to loosen standards, most
often due to costs. AF ir not a grod integrater of contractors.

ASD 4. LOGISTICS DESIGN EDAL DEFINITION  SOME
130, The logistics goals are quantitative enough.

171, All a part of adequate planning. There is difficulty translating parameters to
contractor-achieveable goals, The contractor doesn’t want to sign-up to support goals when he isn’t
doing the support. There is a limit to the predictability of O8S costs.

ALD &, LOGISTICS DESIGN GDAL DEFlNiTlON SOME

105, It is primarily a probles with the paperwork systes, MIL~-S8IDs and specifications, that are

suppased to assure a good product. Application of our ILS systea either overloads a contractor or
allows an escape area.

127. You seldoa see logiztics paraseters in design specifications partly due to the goal conflict that
suppresses logistics concerns. To ASD the current logistics regulations are not that isportant, All
PMDs should have at least general guidelines for the logistics prograa. If the PNDs have solid
logistics requiresents, the PN will follow. This is the way to iapleaent Carlucci.

184, The whole erquisition comsunity is aware of the nerd for supportable systeis. Our aost recent PND

has sostly support-orionted directives, The prohles is, we're getting too specific. Goals and
requireaents are needed, but not to the point of decreasing flexibility.
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ASD &, LOGISTICS DESIGW GOAL DEFINITION  LOW

No comsents

ALD 6. LOGISTICS DESIGN GOAL DEFINITIUN  LOW
118, Logistics goals are clearly stated, but there are no penalties for not aeeting goals.

177. 14 the interface with engineering is properly done, everything will be okay. Centractors can
design and build anything, although it say not be supportable. Success depends on the user defining his
requiresents and not changing thes. The user aust define the maintenance concept, and aust sake up his
aind before the RFP. The saintenance concept drives sost of the support like TOs, Sk, facilities,
training, and spares

ASD 7. TEST AND EVALUATION SIGRIFICANT ‘
103, There is an inadequate budget for TLE, and we don’t have enough TLE for supportability.

108, Budgeting is a problem, but tise constraints are most significant. We can’t adequately test long
shelf-life iteas or high rated MTBF iteas. We must rely on paperwork studies.

§17. Planning is okay, but testing is expensive and the easiest way to cut costs is to lisit testing.
T4E gets squeezed out by production. You have a big protles iv the systes has problea= during testing.
Also, we tend to coabine test phases and not get as thorough testing.

142, Logistics aspects are always considered second.

163, How Jo you define tests for supportability?

174, A limited budget is the probles. We never test enough, and we’re not concerned with logistic
testing.

ALD 7. TEST AND EVALUATION . SIGNIFICANT

118. Tise constraints atfect us aost. The Carlucci idea of cospressing acquisition tismes is not new,
and it affects every aspect of acquisition, particularly testing.

126. Inadequate reporting of test results. ée got nc information on failures on the fuel control in the
test prograw. This led to provisioning probleas. We cosputed small quantities based on estimates. Whea
we finally got ‘he data, wr realized the probles, but the ALC did not get the data. LSA sight help,
although the ORLA gave us different data for provisioning than the TLE results.

160. We can test for RLf, but we can’t qet enough of it. The key is, how such is enough? Ne need eaough
inforsation to avoid the "show stoppers.®

169, Performance and supportability aust be tested concurrently. But *mo excuse is too seall to bypass

support testing and TO vilidation.” We should sake the contractor validate the TOs with his recossended
support equipmsent, Validated TOs are the secret to good support.
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179. What differerce does it make how sgon you learn something is wrong if vou can’t do anythind.about
it?

182, Logistics testing is your basic second-ctlass citizen.

183, DTLE shortchanges supportability evaluations. They are squeezed out even if planned for. We don’t
get such SE evaluation or Y0 validation/verification.

ASD 7. TEST AKD EVALUATION SOME

111, There is generally enough soney for RiM testing. AFSC people will not talk to AFLC about TRE for
R&N. We need acquisition logistics specialists at the test site. Me test plenty, but do we test the
right areas, and are we able to assess the logistics impacts of needed changes?

144, ¥e do a5 auch testing as the budget allows,

1%8. We can’t get enough TAE for new programs.

171. TLE does it all the tise' Without good goal definitions, this is where all the short-coaings are
unveiled, and it’s too late to sake any difference.

173. Too late to be of any significance. TiE is only a confirsation, not a planning factor. 1f we can’t
afford to fix a probles, we waive requireaents, then start a modification progras or a CIP,

175, Untested designs will introduce probless and delay progress in aeeting the requiresent. The users
are very iaportant participants in TiE,

160. It is difficult to test for supportability due to prototype equipment. No problea in off-the-shelf
equipzent,

ALD 7. TEST AND EVALUATION SOME

125, Logistics TRE is the sost promising tool for insuring supportability, but it is the least
understood. We need good TLE plans because we have the physical resources for testing. On the fighter
avionics we had 150 deficiency reports before the first AF preliminary evaluation. These concerned
sostly saintainability aspects, but they helped flex the logistics systes early. Exercising the supply
systes is very useful for provisioning data. Tests after 10C are way too late.

131. logistics T&E is primarily useful for SE,

145. There is such concurrency that T4K comes too late to show anything in tice to help.

147. There is never enough soney for testing, but in sose of cur prograss we are able to get front-end
testing. We can always try for sore testing. ’

155. We can only hit the highlights. TLE is not performed in the right tise frase to be effective.
Results are only effective if evaiuated by experienced AF technicians. The contractor cagineers don’t
understand the field use of the equipeent,

166, TAE is usually the first place to cut.
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147. Demonstrations should be done by "blue suiters.® Even if the DPML and the PN agree on how tests
should be perforaed, innovative and reasonable approaches aay not satisfy AFTEC eor the users. They
don’t know what to do if the test article does not fit into the "traditional® test mo’ds.

AS0 7. TEST AND EVALUATION Low

106. By the time we get to testing it’s too late to worry. ¥e have to have the well-designed hardware.

113. There’s never enough test to do everything.

132. Coaes too late for efficient logistics operations. You need to solve the probleas before you get
to testing. You can’t test in what’s not designed-in.

133. What does supportability mean? It’s hard to compare among systems. It means different things for
engines, airplanes, black boxes, But, we need not be resigned to waiting for reliability growth.
Systess can be intelligencly designed, and we can test for many "ilities,®

138, We have had excellent TE planning.

185, Comes too late in the prograe to be of use,

LD 7. TEST AND EVALUATION LON

110, 1 don’t know what supportability tests can be done.

124, TiE dpesn’y have that grest an ispact en logistics, By then, you are stuck uith the design and the

LCC is in concrete. Testing does yield failure data for provisioning, but not very good data. We
haven’t qotten any good failure data fros testing in several years.

135. 1t’s too late in the program to have such ispact.

15, T&E is only as good as the contractor wants it to be. He car averprice any evaluation he doesn’t
want to see done.

ASD 8. GOAL CONFLICT SIGNIFICANT

104, It happens. In the progras we wanted an air supericrity fighter, and there was ore goal:
perforsance. It was designed without any logistics considerations that added time, cest, or weight.
Today, LCC is “eating our lunch.®

106, Short-tera savings always win out in the eyes of Congress.

111, Logistics requireaents are consistently subordinate to cost, schedule, and perforaance. There is
not enough soney for everything. If the PARs rated the war-fighting capability of this fighter on the
basis of spares available, we would show only 40-601 capability. In the PON exercises there is a
refusal to trade nuabers of aircraft for needed support requiresents. The needs are recognized but
rationalized away, due perhaps to a lack of unanimous agraement on how to stock for spares, and the
effects of the linited industrial capabilities, strategic materials, and lead tises. For exasple, we
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can accurately forecast SE delivery dates, but the lead times atre large, 78 asonths. When we had in
accelerate the site activation by 21 months, the SE was already that auch late. This affected the whole
ILS plan, training, TOs, etc. 1f we could stick to the plans, we could deliver SE 90 days prior to the
need date.

112, ASD emphasis is on cost, schedule, and performance because that is what we are graded on.

115, If we want high perforsance systeas there is no way to get thea without a serious logistics
problea, although sost probleas can be lessened by maragesent and definition of good logistics design
qoals.

117, The "facts of life" are "develop the best airplane and daan the logistics.® Far exasple, the F-111
had to be lightened for the Navy, and the perforaance improved. Sose safety features were taken out.
They lightened the compressor and turbine in the engine, and the aircratt structure. That caused
rightsares for aaintenance.

121, The tradeoffs appeared to be heavily in favor of engine performance in the early years. The
logistics and supportability probleas in that progras are tresendous.

122, The fighter was developed on a DTLCC basis, but most prograss are not. Acquisition costs win out
over support costs. The fighter progras was unique in that there was "blue suit® maintenance during
testing so some supportability issues were settled up front, Yhe attack plane was handicapped by DTC.

132, This missile progras has had several supportability issues traded-off for near-tera cost savings.
For exasple, a fuel that costs one-third of the price of the specified fuel could have set the engine
standards, but it would have cost sore to develop. It was not chosen. Every year yov defer costs, the
more it costs later if you change your eind.

133, It is the inherent nature of tradeotfs to favor ieproved perforeance, lower costs, and less time.

142, The goals for the prograe were set by the using cossand, and they favored perforsance over
suppcrtability, The logistics goals were behind the "eight ball.*®

142, There is a classic crunch between performance and logistics, ard conflict seems inevitable.
154, Tradeoffs are driven by systes perforaance,

199. In DTYE we don’t aake the tradeoffs. MWe are trying to sell the progras to production and the
esphasis is on performance. We try to weigh the impact of loqistics problemss that will "get you into
trouble® versus the realities of having to get a progras through the DSARC process. The feeling is that
we will "work the logistics probless later.®

162, Logistics Zalls out due to funding priorities. The PM is judged on cost, schedule, and
perforsance, and not logistics. I I try to fund everything up front, there isn’t enough soney. There
are different porspectives between the ALCs and the ALD. Chanjes in requiresents caused many probless
because the changes could have been forecasted sooner. A lacl of comsunication confounded the problea,
It was 2 cosbination c! the previous PM shoving logistics aside and the infighting between ALD and the
ALC. This has hurt the progras.

163, ASD looks primirily at perforsance. Currently the tfee'ing is not toward Jogistics. Logistics goals
are too far-tera and aebulous. The success of the PN is ju-iged on near-ters costs and perforsance.
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172, Support is a “later® decision, The attitude is to get the systes operational #irst, then worry
about supporting it.

173, Prograss are typically underfunded at the outset, and the PN vannot sake investaents to
accossdate logistics needs. Supportability and perforsance are not necessarily sutually exclusive, but
where logistics design may affect the perforsance, logistics needs will probably suffer. The glasour is
in performance, and that’s what the PN will be rated on.

174, There is inevitable conflict, The PM knows the logistics impacts come later, after he’s gone. So
he iooks for short-tera gains. This is Lad. Staying on the job longer would help. There should be soae
incentive or career progression opportunity for ailitary people who stay in ope job for a long tise.

181, PMs “couldn’t care less® about supportability. If the, have the time, they will. We aren’t worried
about the future. The "pats on the back® ccee from meeting cost, schedule, perforsance goals. The
attitude is that whatever probless logistics has, “it won’t happen on sy watca.® If program costs grow
above limits the progras is dead, so logistics goals suffer. For exaaple, we could have made & $200K
thange we know would have saved aillions of dollars over the life of the airplane, but if the PN bought
it, he would be bankrupt this FY. You can’t even consider payback when you are fiscally constrained.
Multi-year procurement, with soae flexibility, say allow the use of payback criterion to make
decisions.

ALD 8, GLAL CONFLICT SIGNIFICANT

102, Long-ters logistics concerns are generally the first to be cospromised when a systea gets into
financial trouble. In order to meet short-tera goals (systea performance, lower acquisition costs),
long tera LCC and RN goals are sacrificed to be addressed later. There is considerable pressure on the

current PN to meet all “his" program qoals at the expense of hard-to-quantify, long-tera qoals.

105, Although the PX is auare of I/NL logistics responsibilitios, he will annly LOC goals only o the
r

degree that they don’t affect ASD program direction; that is, cost, schedule, and performance,

109, Supportability is easiest to chop froa the budget,

118, Cost and perforsance are iamediate goals, and they are aanaged by Congress. Our progras suffers
fros continuous threats by Congress to cancel it. To control cost gqrowth and help a progras survive,

there is a lot of "games- playing® at the Pentagon and at the OSD,

120, Cost, schedule, and performance are iaportant to the SFO, but logistics is relugated to
pseudo-isportance, Front-erd dollars by cost category preclude long-ters expenditure decisions.

123. What we want in perforsance is the starting point. Consideration of logistics has isproved
sonewhat,

125. The PN is getting his “ticket punched® on cost, schedule, and performance, which are quantifiable,
seasurable, and short-range. This will de the basic probles in isplesenting Carlucci.

$26. This was very true ten years ago. Logisticians are wiser now, due to experiences like the fighter
engine. There, thrust-to-xeight was most important, The SPQ eliminated durability fixes which would
have added weight. Logistics was pushed intc the background.

127. General Marsh wants PMs to “get into logistics.” Previously therz were no ‘real” conflicts; the PN
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| ‘ was doing all the deciding. With the requiresent for the PN to report on the logistics progras, )
conflicts say surface sore and be resalved in a sore equitable sauner.

129, The problea is in establishing realistic goals and making rational tradeoff decisions. The Ph
doesn’t have authori y to saks the funds tradeoffs. The Air Staff is unwilling to trade cost, schedule,
and perforaance for logistics qoals. On our progras we had to go with ICS because of Air Staff
inflexibility on progras funds. The AF iaplesentation of Carlucci will not have an impact om Air Staff
decisions. Readiness groups are futile if the Air Staff is not ready to make projer tradeoff decisions.

: . 135. As we started picking the engine, we had to slip the schedule, so we "sluffed off" logistics and
; ! decided to contract for ICS. Part of the problea was regulatory in that no provisioning can begin

i . PO
; , —~  before production go-ahead. Logistics always plays “catch-up.”
137. Logistics ieplications and requirements should be established early, and we must design the ' ;
; progras around the requirements. We need to hold the PN’s feet to the fire on logistics requireaents.
Conflict occurs because the P’s report card is based on cost, schedule, and perforlance. In relation
to DPML authority, the DPML sust be able to influence the progras.

135, Politics forces fielding the systew before working out the logistics aspects. It is out of the
PN’s control.

160. The Carlucci initiatives will be qood if up-front supportability will affect the PN’s report card. ;

164, PMs have no responsibility for support costs. They are ton far in the future for thea to care.
It’s silly not to plan for 1S, but PNs are not too interested. They get aggravated if you push thes,

166, Generally in new acquisition, dollars are tight. Most consideration goes to engineering and design
r to get the systes approved and into the field. This is probably the way it should be. Realizing that
the primary aission is to defend the country, we must get the systea moving. )

L T —

; 169, The operators’ desires override support concerns. Changes in asission definition cause extreae
probless.

o b Dbt

175. The intensity depends a lot on the size of the SPD. It is worse in the large SPOs. It also depends

on the personal skills of the DPML. Some DPNLs can get the SPD into a position of not waking a sove ;

1 unless logistics is involved. Tradeoffs are getting better, If there is a crunch in funds, though, soase !

' logistics requireaents will suffer, like delaying SF and technical data. The SPO director only has two :
things to answer for: cost and schedule.

178. PNs will often try to force slippages in support requirements to force AFLC to pay later, like ICS {
and calibration of support eguipsent.

179. Neglecting early design of the support leads to ICS, seaning more soney. It’s all the same asoney, i
really, and there’s only so auch of it. Expensive support just robs future prograss of RLD money. A :
ssart R4N manager will try to design his systes so well that he puts AFLC “out of business.® What good ;
is something that doesn’t work? Unless the PN’s report card is made on supportability, there will be no i ;
isprovesents. Anything that impacts schedule will have to go. Every progras with not enough time or ; i
noney is doosed fros the start. Decreasing acquisition tise is fine, but we are also decreising front a
end soney. The more things you put off, the more trouble vou have, and the sore money it costs. Mith a :
shorter acquisition cycle it is even sore important to front-end support design, test, etc.

183. ASD is not accountable for supportability,
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ASD 8. GOAL COWFLICT SOME

113. 1 was in the Pentayon when ALD was created. The criticises of ASD favoring cost, schedule, and
perforaance are not justified. It’s 3 such overrated problea, and ! haven’t seen it.

130. The PM aust trade capability needed now versus supportability needs. Bad performance, logistically
speaking, is rewarded by getting the product in the field and through the initial periods of use. This

is the wong approach.

ALD 8, GOAL CONFLICT SOME

131, Tradeoffs should be based on what sakes sense, not because of “party lines.” But short-tera goals
do overcome long-ters goals. For th2 boaber, the sarching orders are to "get the rubber on the road® by

1985, It’s hard to sell logistics goals that take ten years to begin payback. ¢

177. Pis are concerned with getting the hardware out on tise. They want to control this and are
hesitant in confiding in logisticians. "Loggies cost money.® Vight schedules ara2 also a tactor, It is
almost iepossiblz to develop gond T0s on an accelerated schedule.

450 8. GOAL CONFLICT LON

143, boals come from users or higher-ups. They're not decided here.

171, The PM responds to (- aress, not the user, It is difficult to sake it any other way.

ALD 8. BOAL CONr. . LON

119. There isn’t the p .blem in the cevelopaent phase. Picking the priority goal to work on say be a
problea,

138. No probles, PM “types® make all the decisions to seet their objectives.

139, The logistics goal is to satisfy the PH,

143, 1 haven’t seen the probles iu this progras.

147, ¥e won’t ever get totall . to.e 8y3t. - _eobfs in favor of the present.

150. There’s no probles with tradeofés in a production progras,

184. Contractors need to get moving on designing snppurt, TOs, etc. Their attitude is to get the systes

out first, then get the support out later,

ASD  OTHERS SIGNIFICANT

103. Overall progras funding is aost japortant.
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104, Linited budgets are the prisary probles. Up-front money is lacking, and costs balloon in later
years.

112, Progras funding. Logistics support elesents are secondary and get cut first.

§13. In modification prograas, we are buying the hardware packages, but ALCs control wwe modification
accounts. The bureaucracy associated with spares requiresents cosputations could be significaat.
Perhaps AFSC should control the funds, but PMs are not familiar with logistics ways. The change in
sanageaent aay be needed if modification prograss get wore popular.

122, We nead "blue suit® involvement with hardware as early as possible in the test prograes, AFTEC
sees itself as a "checker." They should be sore concerned with bringing in AF people to use the
aircraft, The contractor can’t envision the operations role of the systess as well.

130, The way contracts are written. There are no incentives for qood designs for support. There is mo
appreciation of the needs of logistics. The integrity of the contractor is a factor. They are concerned
with delivering the right quantities on tise, but without the quelity. They apply for quality waivers
and get thes. The “high-level quys,®silitary and industry, want to seet tise schedules. ASD procursasnt
contracts are written with a strong “hamaer®, but there is no parallel in logistics contracts. Past
logistics performance should be a factor in new contract awards. Contractors are reacting to the
esphasis placed by AF and the Congress on acquisition cost,

136, Changes in funding, schedules, and progras direction from legislative levels without considering
the lead tiaes involved.

154, Late direction via the PMDs, and poor planning. Development specifications should be "hit hard® at
the design reviews, to see if they still retain the cverall requirements.

162, Most havoc is caused from instability in funding. Allotments have bounced arcund greatly, causinn
great undulations in progras planning. Program compression has caused sany of the probleas. Concurrency
doesn’t allow encugh time for testing long lead-tise items, and late changes to the systea. Delayed
gecisions on ALC versus ccntractor support 18 causing chaos.

163. Overall budget constraints. Nith set perforsance requiresents, leftover soney can go to
supportability issues that were previously pushed back.

170. The resources for logistics. For the fighter, the AF decided not to buy the spares and to accept
the NMCS rates. This is outside the control of the PM. The other factors you list are insignificant
cosporeg to the “logistics resources.®

ALD  OTHERS SIGNIFICANT

107. Reprocuresent data is aluost never accurate. Engineering changes are rarely updated in the
repository. We need to get smart on buying reprocuresent rights, Also, procuresent rules prevent
carrying the best decign to final selection among cospeting contractors. We are not peraitted to share
good ideas from one contractor to snother. This is especially true for DIC small prograss procured
under FFP contracts.

116, Overal}l funding. The attitudes of the PN are driven by eaphasis given by Congress and the 05D,
There is a structural fault in congressional aeddling, trying to run our prograss.
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125. DPMLs are not given clear quidance on what their job is. I know no DPHL whos. job is spncifically
defined by the PM. AFLC/AFSC Pamphlet 800-34 is no qood for guidance. PN and SNs have no clear idea of
what a DPAL is supposed tu do, and 1 include AFALD/SD. They are not looking out for the DPHL. He is
basically on his own,

131, Overall prograa funding. In the logistics world, this puts caps on SE and spares. DTC is a
particularly liniting factor.

137. Early involveaent by the logistics comsunity is of paramount impartance. The second quy in the SPO ?
should be the logistician. This will resolve sany of the probleas. It worked in the C-X prograa.

138, This fighter program is sc big, i "steasrolls" managesent. The contractor is zalling the shots,
and he always gets his way on CDRLs, for exaaple. The contractor is sanaging us, and the logistics
needs suffer. We also get hung up in sole-source procuresent due in part to probless in reprocuresent
rights. The contractor’s pricing policies can inhibit reprocurasent clauses in contracts. There are
possible big LCC savings potential in competitive reprocuresent for spares,

141. The acquisition business needs some creativity, There is a perception in AFLC that the SPO
tontrols everything, and they want SPO people to authorize every move.

$45. Indecision in the program at the higher levels. It is difficult to plan anything in the face of
progras changes. There are so sany people working in logistics that some information, like ‘
requiresents, are Jost in translation through all the offices. The new start Decisicon Tree Analysis at sy
AFLC, which helps decide whether support will be organic or contractor, takes too long. Our results
won’t arrive for a yzar. Consequently, this progras has no depot saintenance planning.

148. Overall funding. The SPO must realize what all the funding obligations and liabilities are so they
are better aware of the budget requiresents, For exasple, the PN needs to consider simulators, SE, ICS,
training, etc. in making his budget estimates. The big SPOs are forced to rely ci contractor estisates.

Ta ==l DN A ars mar

15 saall SP0s we are sore awarz of all the costs of procuring a systes and ite cupport.

all the ¢ procurin and ite cunport

133, Contractors do not agree with the AF on such things as warranties. Tracking oper.tin tise for
warranted items is 2 probles, such as on LRUs, which do not accrue tise by flying huours, If we are
pushing the state of the art, we should plan for CIP rather than pay for warranties. Annther probles is - §
that SE procureaent is not centralized. We have no good way of determining if we have cosson 5E in use >
that wiil work with new systems, We have the same probles with GFE, We are not able to take advantage d
of standardization and other proven ways to cut costs.

155. Need to front-load money for programs. HYP will help. Alse, supportability and perforaance is
directly related to the integrity and the experience of the contractor.

176, We have a probles in screening for common support iteas, which is done by the ALC. We have to take
their word for it, but we don’t think they are very thorough. We often waste money by not designing
hardware that can use cosson SF, such as tow bars. Contract processing times are a factor in schedule
constraints. Sole-source contracts are frequently used to expedite schedules, but ths costs double.
AFLC should have soney for data itess, independent of tie SPO funds. Often we need types of data the
SPD either doesn’t understand or won't pay for, such as KIL-STD TOs instead of commercial handbooks.

o e -

177. SE design sust be concurrent with systes design. We need to use sore common SE. But just like they
want "nen® planes, people want "new® SE. There is a handbook for SE design, but it appears to be ]
ignored. Waivers are applied for by the contractor, and they are usually granted to seet schedules. :
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178. There is an "unamareness” in the DPMLr on the rules of the {logistics) gase. 800-34 is a ngd book
for the "new loggie®, and for the PN. I advocate a “cookbook® approach to ILS.

179, Fuading for logistics and the congressional budget process. Ne shouldn’t look at soney as coming

fron separate pots. ICS should be used only if SE is late in being deliverad. To "plan® tor ICS is a

travesty, But, ICS is attractive to the PM because AFLC pays for it. Too many ®blue suiters® look at

the job frow a small-scale perspective. They can’t see what’s best for the AF. The average civilian

looks at the job from a less "personal® point of view. I would hate to go to war with the short-gighted
' way we buy systems. There is too wuch *peace time® thinking. We should think about fighting a war.

183, Concurrency drives us to less TE, yoal conflict increases, and changes become ispossible. The
acquisition cycle should be shortened by using evolutionary designs rather than revolutionary ones.
} ASD  COMMENIS
100. The factors inhibiting ILS depend on the phase of the prograr. ‘
104, This organization is different. Until recently we were a jointly managed ALD/ASD program office.

132. The DCS/AL is 2 guod first step to establish some generic identification with logistics issues at |
KEGAFSC. This will help short circuit the long process up the AFLC chain.

; 133. Factors depend on the phase of the progras,

f 170. Beneral Marsh is saying that everything to do with the program is the PN’s responsibility. The
i DCS/AL is just bringing logistizs "closer to the vest.” They are trying to qet away fros the attitude
that “those are logistics command probless.®

& ALD  CONNENTS

102, Goal conflict, croanizational structure, and DPHL authority ceater on the priority given logistics
concerns during FSD. These are generally out of the control of the people who try to ispleaent

logistics concerns. The other factors are controllable at the working level, and thus have a lower 1
impact, j

109. There are two ways to look at the probleas with respect to ILS. One, with new acquisition
prograas, and tao, afler logistics managesent responsibility transfer, LMRT.

118, The DCS/AL NDA says AFSC will be responsible for funding ICS. This is good because AFSC i
traditionally uses ICS funded by AFLC to cover some squares they are responsidle for.

125. The DES/AL MDA is worrisome. We have had independence in ALD, The separate reporting chain will
disappear, and the PN will be reporting logistics supportability. ALD has attracted good people in the
past, but there is no career path for logistics skills in AFSC, This systesic probles will deter good
people from acquisition logistics.

126, We saw 3 transition in ASD during the 70's from almost no concern about logistics to soar esphasis
in the face of cost, schedule, and performance constraints, We in ALD learned to be leery of new
proposals which ignored logistics aspezis, «nd I think we contributed to the renewed esphasis.
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127. Tne DCS/AL wiil be good for us. We will start to see some consistency in logistics decisions
vis-a-vis program decisions. The technical director should be froa MALD.

i
1
i
I
!

131, My answers to your quastions would differ depending on what phase I was in,

153, The DCS/AL MOA says the PN has logistics responsibility. Seneral Marsh seeas to be taking this

f ‘ seriously. Other product divisions already have Deputy for Acquisition Logistics offices, ASD is the
L on'y one that does not.

160, Concerning the DCS/AL, if the DPML is subservient to the PN, and there is no other channel for hia
to go through, you have made an incestuous relationship. ALD must survive, othervise it wakes no sense. J
{

177. The DCS/AL will not work if all personnel are systems cosmand oriented, Just like the PN they will

5 peifors to the expectations of AFSC, if that is tie judping criteria.The DCS/AL should be desanding
standardization in SE to stop proliferation. {

184, The DCS/AL changes are for the good, an eaghasis on logistics. If the PN is ratad on his
responsibilities, that is, support, we don’t need & dual chain as provided by ALD, The current way of

rating supportahility is subjective. The PN still needs the advice and input fros AFLLC, so we should
retain sose type of interface function,

RS
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